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PREFACE;

1

,Intergroup inequalities and discrimination were examined at thenational level in Minorities in the Labor Market, Voluthe I, Spanish .., .Americans and Indians in.the Labor Market( and Volume II, Orientals ,in the Labor 'Market. This volume presents similar data for regionsand metropolitan areas,. and is intended alconvenientserve as aonvenient andvaluable r4erence since detailed information.of this land has not beenavailable :before. .0.

. ,-ii

fl

. ,

The scope and.organization of materials in this report differ fromthe previous reports. While attention Confirm's to b co entratedon labor force 'Participation, employment, occupational aMievement,mobility and earnings of minorities, detailed. inforna'a.tiOr providedvia tile tabulattOns.for zegions and metropolitan areas. Too few Koreanswere in the stAiple files for these purposes and they haVe;not been included.reformation onAinerican Indians is confined to the :major regions since. relatively few Indians were resident j.n metropolitan areas in 1970.Comparable information for whites is not included, partly for practicalreasons of costs and partly. o,n the grounds that mach of this kind of,inforrriatio or whites can be gleaned frqm census and otheirr sources:
.4 Although this volume Was intended originally as a data book, " achieve-ments of minorities are summarized. in 15-1.4ef profiles of each of eight. .color-'ethni9 morthes. Readers, however, may wish to compare differentminorities within a region or metropolitan area, and this can be donewithout undue effort. t mphasisis placed on.their labor force participation,employment, occupational achievement, mobility/weeks worked and earnings.

.

Much greater detail is contained in..the tables which follow (Tables 1-12),but this summary, a'a-eb-rapanied by relatively brief tables, Should facilitatea grasp of essential pattern's of similarities and differences within a- 'minority among regions and metropolitan areas. . .
4

t
aIn an attempt tocli7a441 some of the more ;important information fromTables 1-12, the rsumxnary tables (Tables A-14) concentrate on thoseregions and metropolitan areas in which relatively large numbers ofeach. minority are stincentrated. Because minority populations themselvesare not uniformly distribute.d, ackoss .the country, this means that thesurlimaTy tables do not Cover identical. regiOns and metropolitan areas(SMSA's) for eacji minority. Those interested in a particular region ormetropolitan area therefore may'need to rely on.the detailed-fables.

if eAlternative ways of summarizing and slithesizing this rather massivedata were considered.. Information might have been presented separately

iii o

a



4 '

. .
. .r .

* ' fox each region and metropolitan,area, but. not all populations are

'adequately represented in each area. Alternatively, inforMation

might have beert organized consistent with the topical areas- -labor

foice participatidn, erriplo'ytrient, etc. The decisio-n to organize

the statistical information 'separately 'for each minority groups was

to based on the exiectation that interest would be strongest concerning a

paIticular minority.. . ,._j . ,

.

,

Appendix :Apresents technical descriptions of the sample populations,

identifies the 'regions and metropolitarf)araeas and defines the maj9r variables

and measures employ4c1 in this report.' Rea.ders may find it worthwhile

to consult this appendix at the outset.
,

Appendiic B adds information gained frorrt published census r-eorts,

which 'serves, to supplement the data 9btained from the Public 'hee Samples,.

iv

4.
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PUS
14FP
LFPR
NILF
Elt
OCC70
OCC65
SMSA,

4*

F

(')

NotATIONSP

Public Use Sample
Labor force participation
Labor force pa.rticipatioti rate
Not in laborIcie
Employment rate
Occupation score, 1970 b 90

Occupation score,, 19fr5
Standard metropolitan statistical area .

--,

.A\3-ter isk identifies values in tables where base. .,
. .sample frequenciee are low, as described An Appendix A

Estimated values not shown because of small frequencies
in PUS samples ,

Male
Female

O

f

SeeAppendix A for descriptions

POPULATION$*

Spanish des-cent:
Mexican
Puerto Rican
Ou.ban

Race or color:
White
Black
Indian

IN TI:IM REPORT -

Japanese
Chinese
Filipino

v

* Samples include all persons .20-64 years of age, not enrolled
in school and not living in gr 6up quarters, who were resident
in the Untied States in 1970. Persons'of Spinish descent are .
not included in the race or color categories to avoid double
counts.

AO.



1.

TABLES*

LABOR FOR.CE'PARTICIPATIOA* RATES,. BY
SEX AND.A.G, 1970

2. LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION RATES, )iitY
EDUCATION AND, SEX, 19701

,REGION, SMSA,

REGION,. SMSA,.

3. EMPLOYMENT RATES,` BY REGION, SMSA, AGE;
AND,SEX; 19T0

4. EMPV0,YMENT RATE, BY REGION, SMSA.
EDUCATION AND SEX, 1970

5. OCCtIPATION, BY REGION, SMSA AND SEX, 1970

MEAN OCCUPATION SCORES, BY XEGION, SMSA, SEX
A D AGE, 1970

6.

7. M A N OCCUPATION SCORES, BY REGION, SMSA; SEX
AND EDUCATION; '1970

:OCCUPATIONAL MOBILITY, BY REGION, SMSA AND
SEX, 1965-.70

. 9. EARNINGS IN 1969, BY REGION, SMSA, AGE AND SEX

10. E4.R,NINGS IN 1969, BY REGION,, SMSA, EDUCATION'
AND SEX

11. WEEKS 'WORKED AND EARNINGS IN 1969, BY REGION,
SMSA AND SEX A

,12. EMPLOYMENT IN SELEC'ED INDUSTRIES, REGIONS,
AND SMSA, BY.SEX,, 1970

o

*Eadi table is divided into eight parts, one for eacii minority
population.

.
. VI
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PROFILES OF PARTICIPATION AND ACHIEVEMENT

. MEXICANS

1

Largest of the three Spanish origin population's, Mexicans have
settled primarily in the Southwest and along the West coast. There

itr are sizeab4, numbers of Mexicans in six of the DOL regions, and
also in'-eighteen SMSA's. Eight of these SMSA' s are in California, seven
in Texas and two in Arizona. Chicago is the easternmost SMSA with a
sizeable Mexican population. This pattern provides a clear indication
that Mexicans are urban dwellers, despite their relatively heavy
employinent in agricultural oc'cupations.

The labor force participation of MexiOn men is comparatively high
whereas Mexican '.omen are well below Other women in this respect.

1970, .87% of all Mexican men in th'e study population were in the,
labor force, and their LFPR's in Regio!iis 5-10 exceeded. this level, as
shown in Table A: Among the major SM$A's; their *LFPR's fell below

"this level only in Brownsville, Laredo land Fresno. Their highest participation
rates occur in Houston, Anaheim, Oxnard, and sari Bernardino. Only 39%
of all Mexican women were in the labor force in 1970, and those in Regions
6, 8 and 10:were below this level. In Tucson only 29% of the Mexican
women -were active in the labilr force in contrast with a LFPR of 50% in
San Francisco., Mexican women were also relatively inactive in Corpus
Christi, Laredo atid Fresno.

Employment rates for Mexicans are generally low,, at about the same
levels as Puerto Ricans and black's, but higher than for American Indians.
ER's for Mexican men and woven were comparatively low in Regions 8 and
10 and high in Regions 5 and,6. With the exceptions a Fresno, San Francisco
and Oxnard, employment ratei for Mexican men were at or above their
own national average in the SMSA' a. ER's for women fell below their,
national average in San Diego, Anaheim; Fresno, San Francisco and San
Jose.

Average levels of occupational achievement for Mexicans were among
the lowest. In Region 10 Mexican men's achievement averaged only 24,
barely higher than the, national average: of 21 for. Mexican women. Mexican
men in Fresno, however, averaged even rower with an average occupation
score Of 23. The highest levels of occupational achievement for Mexican

9

'
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i
men.a.re found in Region 7 and in San Antonio,- El Paso, and San Jose, but
'in none of these places did their achievements reach the national averages
of ,white, Oriental' or Cubaronen. Mexican women's average occupation
scores of 21 were the lowest among eight color-ethnic groupi in this report,
and arnong,the- six regions'they bettered their own national average only
in Region 5. Their average scores were below 20 in six of the MBA's,
and their highesj average achievements were only 24 (in Chica4 and San

. .Francisco).

Occupational nobility of Mexican workers between 1.965 and 1970 does -

not contribute greatly toward improved occupational status. About 38-39% of
Mexican workers changed jobs during This period, mug* at about the
same rates as'White workers, and slightly more than half of this mobility
was upward for Mexican men, while only half oCthe mobility of Mexican
women was upward in the occupational" structure. Mexican men were most job-
mobile in Region 8 and least mobile in Regions 6 and 9. Mexican men in
Oxnard were not only relatively nonmobile,,but also were among the lowest
on the occupational achievernentscale. Mexican women were most mobile
in Regio'n 5 and in Dallas, PhoeniX, Tucson, Anaheim, Fresno and San :Jose.
However, only three locations were as many as half of the Mexican women
upwardly mobile (irySan Antonio, Brownsville and Corpps Christi). This

means, of course that occupatiorial mobility is mostly downward for Mexican
women, and downward from already loW occupational levels.

About three-fourths of Mexican men but fewer than half of Mexican
women worked a full 48-52 week year in 1969. Rates of full-year employment
werehigher. in Regions 5-7 than in Regions 8-9. Mexican men were least.

likely to be employed on a full-year basis in Brownsville, Laredo, and Fresno,
whekeas their chances were .far greater in Houston, San Antonio, Corpus
Christi, El Paso and Tucson. Fewer than half, of employed Mexican women
worked a full year in four of the six regions and in 12 of the eighteen SMSA''s.

The median earnings of $5, 757 in 1969`t6r).4ekican men ranks them below
white and Cuban men, and at about the satnirievel as Puerto Ricani, but
higher than black and Indian men. On the other hi.nd, Mexican women.
averaged only $2, 747, the lowest average earnings of all groups. Earnings
were highest in Regions 5, 7 and 9 for Mexican nien, where-at least 80%
earned $3, 500 or more in 1969. In only seven of the SMSA'e did Mekican
men oho* as many, as 80% with earnings of 1.3,500 or more. Mexicp.n
Women fared much worse. Only in Region Wdid as, many as half earn $3, 500
or more, and there were only three,SMSA's in which half earned this much
(in Chicitgo, San Francisco and San Jose). Earnings were appreciably
higher for Mexican men who worked a lull 48-.52 week year. Still, fewer
than 8070,1ad earnings. of $3, 500 or more in two regions and in five SMSA'8.
In Laredo only 49,% and in Brownsville only 56% of the Mexican men had
earnings this high even though they worked a full year.



Table A. Achievements of Mexicans, in' Major Regions and SMSA's, by Sex,
1970

Characteristic
and sex

LFPR: M 95
ti, 44

ER: M 0
96

F 97
Pct. worked 48-'

52 weeks: M 78
. F 49'
Occupation M 33

score: F 24
Pct. mobile: M 42

F 44
Pct. upward: M 60

F 66
Pct. w/earnings :

spf $3500 or more :.
M 82
F 55

%Worked 48-52
weeks: M. 90

F , 76

..^

Region

fi 16.

SMSA
Los

Chica o An eles Dallas

90 90 88 91 90 93 A 92 91
37 44 35 41 37 45 44 43
96 '94 94 93 88 97 94 98
94 .90 . 91 90 90 95 93 91

.

79 82 77 73 63 . 78 75 79
51 . 55 42 43 28 54 51 44
33 36 32 32 24 35' 34 32
19 20 20 20 16 24 22 20.

38 . 34 53 38 431 43 38 44
..,38 38 42 37 28* 38 35 .46 44

59 61 54 60 58. 61 56 57
47 50* 36* 52 Wo ow go 48 57. 38*

, .0

63. 84 73 80 64 j 86 81 75
28 34

.,

:.37
.

43 15 \ 59 49 42
.

4170* 88 85 88
'66

79 94 90 86
41 51 67 -L- 79 68 -75*

aSee page V for notations.-
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(2)

. Table A. (Continued)"

Characteristic
and se ca San Browns- Corpus El

Houston. Antonio yule Christi Laredo Paso "Phoenbc

LFPR: M
F`'

M 4

F
Pct. worked 48-

95
39
98

91
41
9.6
91

52 weeks: M 8.3 82 .

F' 48 *52 k

Occ upallon -M 34 37
score: F . 22 .22.

Pct. Mobile: M 44 38
F. 41 34

I

Pct. Tjpward M -64 56
F 39 51

Pct. wt earnings
of $3, 500 dr more

M 78 16
F 37 40

Worked 48-52 ,

weeks: M 88 82 ,

F . 59 54

84

12'9384
93.

70
A'43

.30
19
40
32
55,

.

51.,

47
15

56V

23

90 83 90 90
33 31 41 38
97 94 . 97 ' 97
93 93 96 ° 94

- ife
82 64. 8.5. 79
53 52 58 36,
34 30 37 31 ?,
18 22 18 18.-
39 37. 35? , 441
31 - 36 23 51
50 57* ''7
54 *

43,7 32
4 .-,--

.
64 41 77
20 30 32

,

74 49 82 79
35 '43 .40 55

*.



Table, A. itContinued)
Clxa.racthristic
and sexa

San . San ,

Bernan- . Fran-- San
dino cisco JosQ.

LFPR: M.-7'F
ER.:' M

F .-

,Pcti. worked 48
' 52 weeks: M, ' - 82 76 78 61 75 76 ' 71 75

-.- F 41 48 38 25 -266 41 49 313

`Occupation M 34 ; .33 35 . 23 ,.. 30 ". 31 33 ..36
.

, -.score: F 29 29' 22 14 l' '17 20 24 21
Pct."rriobile:. bzi. 38 40 38 33 32 . 3q. 42 44

......

44 . - .28 45 44 32 - 30 '38 45*
Pct. upward: IVI 67* 65 68 - 64 -58 57, 59 69.

`48* 38*
,- 48 ** ......-- 48i'... 40 38*

96 .; 97 92 91
3a! 37. 38 50 38
90 93 96 92

-74 91 91: 90 85

Pct. idearninis
of $3500 or more

i/Varked 48-52
weeks: M 81 92 '.66.

64 56

80
40

87
.58



level.., 4 Three-fourths of the Mexican women reached, the $3, 50Q v inRegion
5,1butonly 41%,in Region 6 among the full-year workers. Earniirgs \of
fully- employed, Mexican wo n were highest in San Francisco and Chicago. ,
In sharp contrast, onl out a fourth the fully-employed Mexican women
in Brownsville earned this much. HenCe, a substantial,nurnber of Mexican,,
women who .worked a full year received extremely low monetary reiwIrds.

PUERTO RICANS

, ! , r4Puerto Ricans have settled in the eastern half of,the nation, primarily: along
the east coast. In addition to the six regions in which they are most heavily ,

.

concentrated, there are six SMSA's serving as,major habitats for. Puerto
.Ricans in the United States. As citizens of the U.S Puerto Rid-axis can

..
S. ,

- ,move With relative freedom between t'uertd1Rico and the Mainland:. A
large proportion of 'Puerto Rica.ns live in the New York-Newark-Tersey$,.
City metropolitan areas and are .employed mostly in blue-collar and service
occupations.

. ,...

Labor force participation appears to be low in areas of hea..vigst con-
centration. of Puerto Ri,cans. As shown in Table'B, only 86% of Puerto Rican
menr13.. d 32% of Puertd Rican. _ women in Region 2 were in the labor force
in 1970, and in the New Yoxk SMSA comparabte figures were 83% and 30%.
Variations occur however, as in Newark where 94% of Puerto Rican men

4%c/ere in the labor force and only 30% of Puerto Rican women.

Employment rates in .1970 were generally at.about the same levels as
for other Spanish origin and black wprkers, i. e., lower than white emplorm.ent
rates. In Region 5 and in Jersey..City,, ,Newark, Philadelphia and Los-.
Angeles employment rates for women were uncle/1(9070.4'.

The average level of occupa.tional achievement for Puerto Rican, men was
one of the lowest (about equal to the levels Of Mexicans,and blacks), and
Puerto Ricali.wornen 'shared with other Spanish, and black women an occtIpa.-

'ticinal status well below the level of white women. In Region 9 and in Los
Angeles, Puerto Ricans averaged slightly higher achievement levels, whereas
in New York they were below tihe'Puerto Rican national.ayerages.

Neither the incidence nor the yflir e ipn of occupational mobility promises 4
uch improvernent.ln the 'occupational standing of Puerto Ricans. Men were , '

more mobile than women and there aik indications of success in the upward -

" mobility of Puerto Rican men, since more than half of the, mobile men moved
upward. In none of the regions or SMSA's did as many as half of the Puerto
Rican women move upward.

1 4
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Table B. "Achievements of Puerto Ricans, in Major Regions andSMSA's., by Sex,' 1970 a

Characteristic'
and sexa

FPR: 'M 91
37 .

93
96

Region
. 3 5 9

91 90 91 87
46, 48 41 . 48

-95 °/.5 97
9i. ' 100

Percent worked
48-,52 weeks:

M,
F

S

bccupaticrn score:
M.

76 78. in 75-
43 - 48 ' 63 , ..48 50 49/
32 31 29 33 30 36
21 22 f 22 24 2W 24

.,.., 0

95,7.
89

92,
96

c ent rn.obilei 4
-,39 37

48-r t, 32 40

Per ent upward
m bility:

M

Percent with
eartzw.,ngs
more than $3, 500:

F

Worked 48-52
weeks: M

77

,f

6.3 54 64* 91
.,,

*
48 39

4

42 ,44
44 35

60.
46!

72 79 73-- 66 84
34 ,60 35 48

78 -80
76 *"

80
4.0

90

60

85
71 81



Table B. (Continued)

,Charactaerisftc
and sex

111.41

New
York

LFPR: M

ER: M

81.3

30

*P'erce worked. ,

- 48 weeks:
78 68 76

30 c\
Occupation score:

M
F.

9"6

. 4

V.

Jersey
City

SMSA
- Phil-

Newark adelphia Chicago
Log

Anveleig-
.

91 94 86 - 96 81
30 29 43 44\

it
96 98 92 - 94 94
88 86 88 . 92, 87

Percent mobile:

F

Percent tpwaxd
mob ility;.

58 47'
83 71
57 44*

31 27 34 32 30 :35.
19 20 21 23 27

38
30

32 32 47 51 38
31* 40 19*

t
IMP OM .1. 4. IMO .11

ercent with
earnings of

%. -g. ..,,,
more than $3, t00: .

81 75
56. 50. 50*

Worked 48-52 -

weeks: M 87 . 8.3 89 82 86

-67* 52
24*

MO

82 94
51.

aSee page V
.

for notations.
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About the same proportion of Puerto Rican as Mexican. tnen'were employed
for 48 -52 weeks in 1969, but Puerto Rican Worrlen were more likely than
Mexicans to be employed a fill 1 -ear. Puerto Rican men and'women in

*Itegions 1 and 4 were slightlysless likely to have a full year of work and
they also fell below average in. Jersey City.

The average earnings of Puerto Rican women in.1969 ($3, 720) were
--r

/ remarkably high in view of their occupational status and lack of lull-year
employment; While,--Ptterto Rican women's earnings Were nearly as high
as whitewomen'6, Puerto Rican men averaged about $1, 609 less than
white men. In Regions 1 and 4 barely a thirdof Puerto Rican women
earned $1,500 or more in 1969. In Region 2 and, hi New York more than half
had earnings this high. Puerto Rican men i.n'Los Angeles averaged tie
highest, earnings, with 94rVO-earning.$3, 500. or more. gray 66% of the men
in Region 4 and 69%.in Philadelphia receivedlhis much. Arnonghose
employed for the full year in 1969, the earnings of men in Philadelphia
and Jerey 'City were still coMparatiyely low-

The majority- of Cubans in the United States.came aiOrefugees from the
Castro regime.. They have benefited from special provisions (9f the refugee
progra ,, such as relocation allowances and training-program fOr Cuban
refuge s. Despite.v4iat must have been a traumatic experience ,for many,
Cub, refugees have adapted well in many ways, as indicated by their

irelati absence from public assistance and. their record-s of employment
and earn gs. Miami' continues to be a primary settlement location, although
the New Y New Jersey area is heavily populated by Cubans. The resettle-
ment program has helped in the growth of Cubans populations in Chicago
and Ls,Angeles.

Cuban men and women record some of the highest LFPR's in the
nation, and their employment ratgs too are exceptionally high; as shown
in Table C. Interestingly, Cubari LFPR's are higher in Chicago than in
Miami, although Cuban women are least active in the labor force in New.
York. The highest unemployment rate -for CUban women in 1970 were in
Jersey City, and for men in Los Angeles,

e

The national average level of occupational achievement for Cuban men
was higher than-fox...Mexican, Puerto Rican, Indian and black workers, but'
Cuban women ranked at about' the same level as womenIn these minorities.
Cubans had greater' success in Region 5 and in Chicago than in the New. Yo4k-
Jersey City-NeWark areas. Cuban women in Miami and Los Angeles averaged
the lowest degrees of occupational achieverrient.,



Table p. AchieVerrients" of Cubans in Major-Regions and SMSA's by. Sex,
.1970

Region SIvISA
New Jersey Los

9 .York City Newark Miami Chicago Angeles

94 93
51" '55

93 99
'89 93

Characte,ristic
and El eXa 2 4 5

LFPR: M 95' 94 100
F 57 59 .74

ER.: M 98 96 '90
F 90 93 89

4,

Percent worked
48-52 weeks:

.

1 .
M .. '78. 77 75 78
F . 55 .53 53 58

Occupation score: 4

M 35 38 42 35
zo 27 25

Perce t mobile:
M .47 54 66 i 60
F 38 37 48 40

Percent upward,
mobility:
M 48 56 43 49
F 54- 57 67

Percent with
earnings of
more thin $3,500:

Mr # 80 74 84 82
F.. 59 42 70 61

Worked 48-52
M. weeks: M 88 83. 90 92

F 81 62 83 76

aSee page V for notations.
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95 88. 94' 100 97
6.6 68 61 71 64

94. 100 97 100 89
83 97 9.3 93 _.90

.

81 . 81 76 75
59 .53 53 54

A

35 32 - 34 . 38
24 23 22 20

44' 56 33* 50
35 47 35

52 51*
r.43 52

.0 IMP OW

OW MI Olt

56
59

- 82 '88 84 68
'' 64 48 55 38

.89- 94.- 93* 80
82 70 79 P

a.

1

82 71.
56 42

40 37
24 18

6i 59
47* .51

46* 54*
- -- 45

74 78,
67 41

..
88 88
77 61
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Cubans aie among the most .occupationally mobile- workers in the natior/.
Between 1965 and 1970, mofe thaa3half_of---Cuban men and 40% of C:uban,
women changed occupations. This comparativery hiptincidence of job.

mobility may be due iri part to their'recegy6f immigration and, resettlement
in this country, Thisg'interpretation is consistentlwith the higher rates of
occupational mobility in Regiong 5 and 9, and in Chicago and Los Angeles,
thalk in Regions 2 and 4, tince,.the upper midwest and the west coast were not
priMary ai4as of initial settlement. About half of the occupational movement
of Cuban's. s upward mobility, and the chances for- occupational advancement
were greater in Miami than in other SMSA's. As a whole, however, Cuban

,women in t 4 were much less upwardly mobile than in other regions.

ans were employed'for a full 48-52 week year in 1969 at about the .

same'rates as others! Cuban men and women in Los Angeles were below
average on full-year erniiloyment, and in New York and Jersey City wete
much more likely io haVe a full year of work.

Of all those who worked infr1969, alout.three-fourths of the men and -
half of the women earned $,3,500 or more.. 1Vaami, \however, with a large
concentrationicentration of Cubas, blicrwis below average eariAngs. In Jersey City
88% of Cuban men earned it bOe this level, as compared with only 68% in
Miami. In Chicago 67% of Cuban women were above this earnings level,
as compared'with only. 38% in Miami. Even when only those employed
fora full year are consider!ed, Cubans in Miami earned less than in other
SMSA's.

INDIANS

American Indians are more widely dispersed across the country and *
less ftequently,inhabit urban areas than other minorities. There were too
few Indians in metropolitan areas to permit tabulations compaiable to those
for other. minorities. With the exceptions of Regions 1 and 3, Indians were
present' in sufficient numbers in each of the major regions.

The generally low position of Indians in the labor market is reflected
in their labor farce participation paid employment. Threte-fourths of Indian
men and two-fifths of Indian women in the study population were in the labor

. force. in 1970,as shown in Table D. Their lowest levels 'of participation occur
in Regions 6, 8, .9, and,10 for merrand in the' first. three of these for worhen.
The highest.LFPR's for Indian rnen"(83% in Region 4) are about equivalent
to the. national averages for black and Puerto Rican men. LFPR's for Indian
women in Regions 2 and. 4 are nearly as high as white women's national
average LFPR, but fall well below this level in Regions 6, .8 and '9.° With '

rm.
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the lowest emplainient rates of all minorities .in 1970 (89 %),. unemployment
Nvas most---efaxgre in Region 10, where as many as 20% of all Indian men were

.
unemployed. ,

Indians fare's omewhat beeteK- in their occupational achievement than
might be expected from their comparatively low LFPR's and ER's. Indian
men with an average occupatiOfi score of,36, 'ranked higher than Mexicans,.
Puerto Ricans and blacks. Among the regions the range of occupation scores
for Indian men was only four points, a high of,37 in Region 2 and a low of . -

33 'n Regions 4: and 10. The level: of occupational achievement for Indian women -----
.

o compares favorably with some other women. Their overall occupational
evel of 24 was as high as the-averages for Spanish origin and black women,

butt perceptibly lower than for white and Orientaj.)wornen. Their averagep
achieve ents were h.ighestLon Region2 and lowest in Regions,7 and 9, but
even. in Region 2 their achievements failed, to match the leveli; reached by /
Japane 6 e and Filipino women.

/ .
. , :'

OccupatiOnal mobility is often more_ frequent for the more disadvantaged
minorities; and this'iii the case with American Indians. Almost-half of
the Indians , eittployed.in 1965 and 1970 hanged jobs by 1970 - -46% of. Indian

men and 44% of Indian Women. In Reginis 7 and 10 mbre than half of all
Indians employed in both years had changed jobs. In Regions 2 and 4
however, only.-ahout:a fourth were occupationally mobilet'IThe mobility

...
pattern differS,fOrIndian women with their highest inside ce of occupational
mobility in Region A and the lowest in Region 2 and 10. those who were

. 1occupationally rnObilebetween 965 and 1970, a majority of Indian men and
half of Indianwomn moved upward in the occupational structures As many as

. /68% of the mobile Indian; men (in Region 8) were upwardly mobile while only
half moved upward in Region 9. Indian women were most successful in
their upward mobility in Region 6, whereas 61%,,moved downwa?d' in the
occupational,structure in Region 9. t

. . .
L . Indian workera were less likely thanany of other minorities to work
a full year in 1969. Less than half of the Indian women and about 60% of
the Indian men worked 48 -52 weeks.. In Regions 8, 9 and 10 Indian men
were the least likely to work a full year, and for Indian women Regions 7, 8
and 10 afforded the least opportunities for full year employment. /

(
The low earnings of American Indians are partly a function of their

undiiremployment and the nature of their employment. In Region 2 two-
thiiits of the Indian men worked a. full year, but only half had earnings
of $3, 500 or more in 14)-61.- Moreover,. orily 61% who worked a full year had
earnings of $3, 500 or more, the lowest level among all the regions. Indian
women in Region' 2 also 'experience great difficulties with full-year employ-
ment and earning s. Only a fourth of the Indian women in Region 2 received
earnings of $3, 500 or more, and among those who worked S. full year only a
third had eartings as high as this. Regions 2 and 5, are more industrialiA

o
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Table D. Achievements of Indians in Major Regions, by Sex, 1970

Char;.cteristic
and sexa. 2

,14FPR: 'M 81\ F 45

ER: M 90
93

Percent worked
48 -52 weeks:

. M 66
F,

, .. \50

Occupation score:
M 37

.

F 11 28

Percent mobile:
M 25
F , 35*

Percent upward
mobilit
M
F OW ow

Percent with
earnings of
more than $3, 500:

M 72
F y 53

Worked '48-52
weeks: M 82

F /-74

. Region
6 7 9 10,

83 82 72 78 7e 71 73
44 41 , 38. 40 39 37 42

98 92 92 94 .80. 89 80
92 89

i

92 89 87 . 89 84'

67 . 72 64 68 54 61 51
g44 45 49 32 41 46 32

.33 35 35
.22

35 34 34. .33
22 24 21 24' 21 22

01,

28 ,44 47 59 49 46 54
51 47 . 45 --- 49 43 39

--- 61,, i65 011 68 50 - 58
42* 58* 60 58? 39 - --

49 74 61 66 56 69 71
24 44 36 32 - 35 43. 42

61 82 75 74 71 79 80
3.3 64 52 '59 61 62 74

4

'See page Nr for notations.

.
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and Urbanized and Indians do' somewhat better in these regions, as the
appreciably higher leviels of earnings esRecially)among the fhll-year workers,
demonstrates.

JAPANESE

a

Labor force participation rates (LFPRI4Or Japanese men and women
aremparativelY high at the national level. In Regions 3 and 8; however,
only 80% of Japanese men are in the labor force, and in Regions 2, 3, and 5
fewer than half of Japanese women, are in thtlat)or force.-, At least 90%
of Japanese men in four. S1v1SA:s--Chicago, Low Angeles, an Francisco
and Honoluluare in the labor force. San Francisco shots the lowest LFPR
for Japanese women.

.
Employment rates (ER) for Japanese Men and women are also high

comparison with other populatione: 'Almost all Japanese in the labor
force in 1970 were employed. Japanese men in Region 8 and women in
Regions 3 and 10 showed the lowest employment rat ee, although with the>
exception of Japanese women in Los AngeleS, employment rates were
at or above the 98% level in:all four metropplitan areas in 1970.

With overall levels of occupational achievement comparable to those
for..white Men.and'wornen, the occupational achievements of Japanese men
were above `their own national average .in Regions 2, 3 and 5, and the same
is true for Japanese women in Regions-2 and 5. Japanese women in Chicago
averaged well above the national average for Japanese women and appreciably
higher than in Los Angeles, San Francisco and Honolulu. The Consistency
of Japanese levels of occupational achievement is indicated by their averages
In each of the major regions and in 3 of the.4 SMSA.'s.

fl

Japanese workers, espercially men; are not highly- mobile between
occupations= which may be attriblited in part to their relatively high
occupational achievernentii. At the national level, no more than a third -

of Japanese mein and women were occupationally mobile between 1965 and'
1970. Japanese men in Region 2 and in Chicago were somewhat more mobile
than in other locations. Japanese women in Regions 2, 8 and 9 and in
Chicago andklionolulu tended to be more occupationally mobile than those

\ living elsewhere. In, Regioil 9 and in Honolulu occupationally mobile Japanese
workers show better than average success in their \upward mobility.

With the exception of Regions 8 and 10, at.least 8 % of Japanese men
employed in 1969 worked 48-52 weeks, and as many as 88% worked
"ull year" in Region 3 and in Honolulu. Nationally about 63% of err,. loyed

14



Table E. 'Achievements of Japanese in Major Regions and SMSA', by Sex, 1970

Characteriaic .
Region

.

$4`

and sexa 2 3 1 5 8 9

LFPR: 14 92 $o 93 80 92.
F 45 36 41 58 62

ER: M. 97 100 99 94 99
F 96 95., 97 98. 98

... .
.

Percent worked \
48-52 weeks: , '

M ' 83 88 80 72 85
, F 62 47 58 -59, 66

Occupation score:
M 63 55 41 45
F

i63
29. , 32 . 28. 306.

Percent mobile:
M 42 --- 29 35* 29
F 39 20 39* 32

Percent upyard
mobility:
M Mt .11 MO MI Me NM' 40 40 II* --- 55
F o?

Oa 40 Ow 00 .46

Percent with
earnings of 4.

more than $3,500:
(86M 92 82 67 77

F 58 54 63 44 60

WOrked 48-52
weeks: 'Itil 92* ........ 89 77 81

F 79 ...... 8.1 53 72

. SMSA San
Los Fran- Hono

10 Chicago Angeles oisco lulu ,

90
56

98
95

90
- 61

99
100

90
6d

98
96

78 80. 84
54 59 62

47 45 48
28 40 30

31 35 32
43 33* 28

--- 43
40

64 69 70
54 72 65

67.- 78 74
81 79

t

91
54

t
69 7

2

98 .99
98 98

. .

81 88
63. 72

48 45
30 29

29 25.
30 37

62
MO 111.11 49

76. 86
58 63

80 90
,70 74

See page V for notations.
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Japanese women worked a full year in 1969 and this level was exceefled.,
only in Region 9 and in Honolulu:

The proportions of Japanese with earnings from'employment Of at
least $3, 500in 1969 .are higher than for most minorities, although in
Regions 8 and 10 theiz4 average earnings tend 'to be comparatively low.
Among the full-year workers--those, who Worked. a lease 48 Weeks
1969 - -there are noticeable differences in earningi.'.In Region 10, for
example, only 67%.of the full-year Japanese men received earnings of
$3,500 or more, in contrast with 92% in Region 2. A, similar range in earnings
occurs' for Japanese women, where only 53% in Region 8 compared with 79%

. in Region 2 had earnings of $3,.500 or more. Japanese men in Honolulu and
Japa.nese women in Chicago showed' the higheselevels of earnings among the
four SMSA's.

CHINlJSF

There are five regions and five SMSA's with substantial. numbers of
Chinese, as indicated in Table F. The labor force participation of Chinese
men is lowest in Regions 1 and 5 and highest in Region 2. LFPR's are
relatively,low for Chinese women in Regions 1 and 5, and also in Region.
2. LFPR's fbr SMSA's tend to be consistent with the regional pattern,
although in Honolulu the,LFPR for Chinese men is appreciably higher than
in other areas. Chinese women are least likely to be in the labor force
in gew York and Los Angeles.

Employment rates in 1970 were typically high for Chinese, often
as high as 98% or 99%, although in Region 1 Chinese employment rates were
lower than elsewhere. \Otherwise there is little variation from one area
to another.

As indicated by the average occupation scores for 1970, the level of
Chinese occupational achievement is generally high. Chinese and Japanese
women average about the same and both are very close to the occupational
levels of white women. The occupational achievement of Chinese men is
also relatively high, although not quite as high as for Japanese and white
men. In Region 2 Chinese men and women average lower leirels of occupational
achievement than in other regions, but in the New York metropolitan area
they recorded high average achievement. Occupational achievements of
Chinese men and,, women in San Francisco were the lowest of the five SMSA's --
12 points less than the averages in New York.

t,
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Table F. Achievements of Chinese in Majolln-itegions and sMSAsa, by Sex, 1970

Characteristic
and sexa. 1- 2

Region

3 .5 . 9

SMSA
New Los
York Chicago Angeles

San
Fran-
cisco lulu

LFPR ;. M 74 84 80 77 84 86 86 87 86 93
F 52 54' 61 .53 60 54 62 54 63 62

ER: M 93 98 98- '97 96 98 . 97 - 96 98 99
95 98 99 97 96 99 100 100 97 98

Percent worked
48-52 weeks:

M 60 67
a

76 65 76 76 74. 75 74 86
F 39 55 57 47 56 58 "61 50 60 70

accupation. score: 1

45 38 54. 52 44 50 43 50.' 38 49
F 34 28 '41 44 29 38 30 -32' 26 34

Percent mobile: *M 1/0. ea 0.11 28 - 114. 34 33 24 29 30 36 38
--- 30 30 26 --- 26 21 27

Percent upWard
mobility:*

54 rom .50 38 Olt Olt 00 :11 53
4111. IMO 60 am MEI 00 .41 MI OW NY NO OW 0. OW

Percent with
earnings of .

more than $3,500;
M 54W. 69 75 68 72 64 70 70 69 82
F .43 50 , 50 52 51 54 5,5 '41 48 67

Worked 48-52 . .

weeks: M 67 81 85 78 79 73 78 8d
F 65 57 73 67 66 64 58 66 84

"'See page v for notations.
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Among the Chinese employed, in both 1965 and 1970, 30% of 'elle men.
and 29% of the women were occupationally mobile on a nationwide basis,.
The evidence on occupational mobility. for regions and SMSA's ins y'.sketoh
because of the small numbers-of occupationally mobile Chinese. .Nev.erfheless,
Chiliese'men in. Honolulu appear to be most-mobile, and upwardly in the
occupational structure, and least mobile inNew York.

At the national level, 71% of Chinese men. and 55% of Chinese wrnixen
were employed for 48 weeks or more in 1969. In Regions'3 and 9 Chinese
workers were slightly more.likely to work a full year., Only 60% and 39% of
Chinese men and women worked a full year in Region 1. Their chances of
full-year employment appear greater in the-major metropolitan area, except
in Los Angeles where only 50% of the Chinese women had a full'year. of
employment.

The lesser degree of success. in the job market forikinese in Region 1
is reflected further in their earnings. Only slightly more than half of Chinese
men in Region 1, received earnings of $3, 500 or more in 1969. Chinese women
in Region 1 fared ever worse, with only 43% earning, $3, 500 or more. Of
the several regions and SMSA's, Chinese earnings were highestin Honolulu,
whe 88 f the Chinese men who worked a full year in 1969 had earnings of
at least $3500. The earnings of Chinese women in Hcnolultx were not quite,
as high, but nevertheless 84% of -them had earnings of mor e than $3,500.

. .

FILIPINOS

Participation in the labor force and employment of Filipinos generally
compare favorably with other minorities. Filipino women in Chicago are
particularly active in the labor force, with a LFPR of 87%, as shown in'-
Table 0'. This. is Well above the average for Region 5 and other regions
and also much higher than in otherSMSAis. In contrast, only 55% of the
Filipino women in Honolulu were .in the. labor force in 1970, a rate close
to the regional average. Discrepancies in Filipino men's LFP and employ-
ment among the regions and SMA's are smaller than for the women. In 7

the four chief regions--Regions 2, 3, 5, 9--LFPR's for Filipino men are
higher than for Chinese `men; but.are higher than the Japanese only in
Region 3., Employment rates are highest in Region 2 and 5 and in the Chicago
and Honolulu metropolitan areas,

Differences in levels of occupational achievement among regions and
SMSA's .are substantial. Average occupation scores for Filipino men
in Chicago were 60, a: full, 22 points higher than their national average.



Table G. LAchievemeiits of Filipinos in Major Regions andSMSAts, by. Sex, 1970

Characteristic
and sexa

- Region

98 °94 99
99 95 97

SMSA pan
Los 'Fra.n- Bono

Chicago Angeles cisco

90'. 89 89 86 91
57 87 67 62 55

96 .97 95 94 98.
94. 98 . ' 98 96 97

75 71 76 72. 90.
54 66.. 40 57 62

59 32 60 39 36. 31

47 27 46 35 31 22

33 55 48 26
49

Percent mobile:M

F

Perc-ent upward
mobility:

r
Percent with

42*
48.

-r- 50
--- 47*. 333 39 42

earnings of
more than $3,500:

F *

Worked 48-52
weeks: M

F

". 70 84 82
'63 55 66

81 86 88
80 72 86

0.

30

78 75
53 64

89 92
72 90

*41. 43* 64.
* *27 35 32*

.78 76 86
61 59 d 45

s.

92 84 90
87' 82 63

a.See page for notations.



Filipino women in Chicago also show a high average-occupational achieve-
ment of 46, compared with their national average of 34. At the other
extreme, -Filipino men in Honolulu had,an average occupatignscore of
only 31, and Filipino women only 22. In general, Filipinos in Region 9
and in its three SNISA's--Loa Angeles,' San Francis-co and Honolulu--
ranked far below the achievement levels of Filipinds in other areas.

The low level of occupational achievement of Filipino men in Honolulu
is aggravated by their relative lack of occupational mobility. Only a fourth
of Filipino men in Honolulu were mobile, Whereas about half of those in
Los Angeles and San Francisco were movers. Filipino men in Honolulu
who were occupationally mobile, however, were welativ,ely successful,
since nearly two-thirds moved upward in the occupational structure.

Three-fourthg of all Filipino men and half of alLFilipino women worked
48.-52 weeks in 1969, about the same as for Chinese and sl 'tghtly less than
for Japanese, In Honolulu, Filipino men and women bettered this national
average, with 90% of the men and 62% of the women working a full year. ,

Filipino men in Region 3 alsO fared comparatively well, as did Filipino
women in San Francisco and Chicago. In Los Angeles, however, only .

40% of the Filipino. women worked a full year.

Differences in earnings are similar to those for full employment.
Filipino men in Region 3 and in Honolulu show the highest proportions
with $3, 500 or more in 1969; The dependence of earningi on full:year
employment is evident among. Filipino mino where in Chicago and Los
Angeles, for example, the proportions employed full-year and with
earnings of $3, 500 or more are about average but f,he proportions
earning more than $3, 500 who also worked a full-year in these cities
are notably high. In. Chicago, 71% of the Filipino men worked 48-52
weeks and 75% earned. $3, 500 or more, but 92% of those who worked a
full-year had earnings of $3, 500 or more In contr\st, 62% of Filipino
women in Honolulu worked a full-year,and 45% had earnings of $3, 500
or more, while among those who .worked a full year in Honolulu only 63%
had earnings of $3,500 or more. A full year of work was far more likely
to result in higher earnings for Filipino women in Chicago or Los Angeles
han onolulu.

BLACKS

Blacks,were inclUded in this study chiefly for comparative purposes,
rather than as a central part of the analysis. In general, much more is,
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known about ilacks in the total.population and in th labor force than other
minorities, although there have been major infor aeon gaps regarding
such matters as their occupational motility.' The following information
en&bles comparisons of the labor force participation and achievements
among blacks in 4ifferent parts of the country and in different metropolitan.
areas and also perhits comparisons with other minorities.. Si/foe blacks
were included primarily for comparative .pu oses, information on their
characteristics in metropolitan areas is re triqted to those metropolitan,
areas in which substantial numbers of othe orities live. This means .

that some SMSA's, such as Atlanta, with h y concentrations of blacks,
are not covered in this analysis._ --------

11

The heaviest concentrations of the black population occur along ,

the Eastern seaboard, the Deep South,. the, Great Lakes and the far
West. ,iSix of the ten Regions--2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 9-- account for 'a large
majority of the total black population. There are also six large metropolitan
areas covered, in this study with comparatively heavy concentrations of

..blacks, as listed in Table H.

<A 'Active participation of bla k men in the'labor force is comparatively
low, only 82% of the sample op)alation in 1970, and at the national level
their employment rate of 940/0 was at about the same level as that of ` °

Mexican and Puertd Rican men. This means th their uneoMployment rate
was about twice as high as for white men. Amon the ioris where black

at

average. In Region 5 the black male LFPR was 90 0,. the highest level of
males are most heavily concentrated, their LFPR s above the nati

all regions. Their employment rates were highest in Regions 2, 3 and 4.
Detroit, PhiladeliAria and Washington, D.C., were thethree SMSA's
with the highest..LFPA's for black men, while in Los Angeles their LFPR
was below the national average. Employment

,,,rates however, were highest
for, black men in New York, Philadelphia and Chicago, with Detroit
providing the least employrnent.opportunities at that time.

(-
Black women have one of the highest LFPR's among minorities, and

in, 1970 their. ER was at about the same level as that of Spanish origin
women. Regions 3, 4, 5 and 9 show LFPR's for black women above their
national average of 54%, whereas in Regions 2 and 6 th.eii'participation is
just below the national average. However, among the 'six SMSA's included
here, their participatisin is highest in Washington (67%), and only Detroit
shoWs a LFPR lower than their national average. Employment rates for
black women rangedfrom a high of 9.5% in Regitori 4 to a low of 89% in
Region 9, and for the SMSArs from high of 95% for New York to a low
of 86% in Detroit. .

:
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Average levels of occupational achievement for black men and women are
among the lowest Black men attain a level about three fourths as high

s that for white men,dratd.black women a livel two-thirds as high as the
...

level for white women. Only in Regions 5 and 9 is the occupational
achievement-of blacls men ritu.ch higher than their national average, and
even in these areas only two or three points higher... Their highest achieve-
ment _1Rvels are reached in Washington and Los Angeles, but in none of the li.age
Regions or SMSA.'s does their achievement come close tothe levels reached
by whitewhite men. For blacic women the pattern is much the same, with -

relatively slight departifes from their riational)average of occupational .

achievement. The occupational levels of black wipmen are exceptionally
low in Regions 4 and 6, which is ppartly a conse9tence of the rural-

1 agricultural nature of these areas. 'Even in'the more industrialized urban
areas however, black women do not benefit in their employment status as less
disadvantaged lvornen do. In Chicago black women ave age 27 on the occupa-
titonV.scale, five. points higher than their national a've ge and ten points
higher than in Regions' 4 and 6. In none of these area cations can tlyeir
.occupational achievement be regarded aNhigh.

i
yr The incidence of changing jobis between 1965 and 1970 was not

sufficiently high to suggest improvement in occupational status among
b cks, 'although relatively high proportions of blacls men and women
who were occupationally-mobile moved upward in the,occupational structure.
'About a third (36%) of black men were occupatiOnally mobile and more than.
half of these (58%) moved upward, figures very similar: to those for black
women. The 56% of black women who were upwardly mobile represent
anupward mobility rate higher than for white or any other minority.
groups of women. Much of the upward movement of black women can be
attributed to their lowly occupation 1 status, since there is "no direction
but up" from the bottom.. Neverth less, other-depressed minority women
did not move upward at the same r to as black women.

Black men were most mobile ib Regions 5 and 6, although there is not
much variation among regions. Their highest mobilitfocturred in Chicago,

,,,,where 42% changed jobs during this five-year period. In New York ind.

Philadelphia, only 28% and 29% respectively changed jobs. The hi est
incidence of occupational mobility for black women occurred in Region 5
and the lowest in Regions 3 and 6. However, black wome* in Washington, D.C.
were`most mobile. More than half ofthe mobile black women in each of
the regions were upwardly mobile, with a high of 64% in. Region 2.
Philadelphia affords the greatest opportunities foeupward movement,
since 70 % -of the mobile black women advanced in the occupational structure.
This must be interpreted in'the light of -the comparatively low levels
of occupational achievement for black women in. Philadelphia. In Washington
and Chicago fewer 'than half of the mobile black women moved dpward.
Most extreme is Washington where 63% of t} movement of black women was
in a downward direction.
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Three-fourths of employed black Men and slightly more than half of all- .
employed blac omen worked a full 48-52 week year in 1969.. Black
workers wer glow these averages in Regions 4, 6 and 9i, and in
Detroit and hiladelphia.

The low incomes of blacks are well-known, and underscore :their low
average status in the labor market. Black men in the sample poPulation;
for example, averaged only $5, 300 in earnings from employment in 1969,
a lower average than any minority males, with the possible exception
of American Indian men. _There is considerable variation in earnings.
among the regio s. In Region 4 only 56% of black men: and 24% of black
women had ear mgs of $3, 500 or more in 1969. In Region 2 comparable
figures were 4% for men and 64% for women. Earnings tend to be
higher in urban areas for blacks, as indicated by the earnings of black
men in Detroit and Chicago. Three-fourths of employed black women
in Regions 4 and 6 had earnings leis than $3, 500, and /IT Regions 3, 6 and
9 only about half surpassed that level. As with men) black women fare
etter in metropolitan areas, although in Philadelphia more than half

f tled to receive s much as $3, 500. Even with a control for weeks worked,
bl ck men and women in Regions 4 and 6 have earnings well below the

rnings levels of other regions. Ixk the six SMSA's,, black men and women
o relatively better. In Chicago, 94% of the black men had earni1gs of

$3, 500 or more if they worked a full year. .

3,

23

31



Table H. Achievements 'of Black'S in Major Regions and S A's, by Sec, 1970

Percent worked
48.2'52 weeks:

Percent mobile:
. M

Region
Characteristic

and sexa 2 4

LFPR: M 88 89 86 90 85 8.8

F 53 58 59 55 52 58

ER: M 95 97 '96 94 94 91
F 93 95 92 92 93 . 89

M 79 82 71 78 73 74
F 0 61 62 54 53 49

Occupation score:
33 33' 29 34 31 35r,

F 23 22 17 22 17 '23\

34 37 36 38 ' 38 36
32 30 33 38 30 32

1:..\
Percent upward, mobility:

M 62 56 54 63 58 66
F 64 57 55 59 58 56

Percent with
earnings of
more than $3,500:

M 84 76 56 82 ,64 80
F 64 48 24 52 24 52

Worked 48-52
weeks: M 89 84 64 813 73 90

F 78 58 28 66 30 68

6 9
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Table H. -(Continued). .

Characteristic
and :iota' Detroit

New
York

SMSA

D. C: Chicago
Phil-

delphia
Los

Angeles
.

LFPR: M
F

--

ER: M
F

88
.51

86
86

84
'55

98
95

86
67

------94
93

85
58

95
:93'-

87
59

' 96
90

%

80
60

,
94
93

f
Percent worked

48-52 weeks:
M . 69 82 81 78 68 73
F 57 66 70 61 - 54 60

OC cupatioxiisco re
34 .33 36 34 31 36

F 22 22 24 27 23 24

.P.eicent mobile:
M 34, 28 34 42 29 36
F 38 30 40 36 37 37

ctt

Percent upward
mobility: i, . .

M 77 0 60 61 61 50*50 61
F 54*54 58 37 43 70 57

Percent with
earnings of
more than $3,500:
M 86 83 81 87 80 75

56 63 64 48 57

. .
Worked 48-52 ---14

weeks: M '92 90 88 94 86 84
F . 69 . 79 72 75 :62 69

aSee page v* for notations
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.
TO le I-A . Labor Force Participation Rates, Mexican?, by Region,

SMSA, Sex and Age, 1970

Male a Female
Area 20-34 '31-49 50-64 20-34

Unitd States
Region.

. h

2 ,.i-

3'
4
5
6
'7 .

8
9

.

10

SMSA .Albuquerque
Anaheim
Brownsville
Chicago .

Corpus Christi
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
El Paso
Fresno
Houston
Laredo
Los.Angeles
New York
Oxnard
Phoenix
Sacramento
San Antonio
San Bernardino
San Diego
San Francisco
San Jose
Tucson

.93

,.92 *

.88*.88

.97

.95

.92

.86

.93

.94

.93

*
.94
.96
.86
.92
.88
.95
. 98
.94
.92
.90
.96
.82
.94
.90*
.96
.92
.97
.90
.98
.94
.92
.96
.96

*,

.93

. 86
---

. .95*
.96
.93
.96
.89
.93
.94

,c
.94
.90
.90
.96
.95*
. 90
.84
.95
.94
.78
.93
.88:
.93
. 89*

1.00
.91
.95
.96
.99
. 95
.94
.88
.94.

.11

.82
i

-

--*
.88
.90 (
. 82 . ,

. 88*.

.76

.82
:78*

---
.95
.75
.86
.87*
.82
-- :.
......-

. 80

.75 *_

.93

.78

.82

.....

.85*

.81

.71*

.85

.488 o

.80-
.90*.
.80
. 80*

.

.

.42

.5252

.50*

.37

.42

.43
. :52

-. 35
.41
.38

*.
.40
. 39
.42
.43
. 33
.47

-: 38
.41*
.47
.34
.48
.35
.43
. 50*(1
.40
.37
.39
.46
. 49
.44
.51
.42
* 34

, 35 -49 502.64
f ,.

.42 .30

.58* - --
....-- .......

*:48
.49 .33
.37 .2 5*
.46 .24
.40 .2.4
.44 .34
.41* .29*

.20 JIM AM MO

.41 .38*.
::37 .28
.51 .30*

29 .41*
.42 .29
.35 ---
.61 -,.....

.41 .27

.34 .08*

.33 .25
.37 .18
48* .39

.46 - --

.. 34 .31**.43 .26
-.24 .13*

.

.41 .24

.45 .19

.38 .41

.53 .42

.37 .31*

.31 .56-

4
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Tabir 1-B. Labor Force Participation Rates, Puerto RicansLby Region,
SMSA, Sex and Age, 1970

Male Female
Area 20 34 35-49 50-64 20-34' 35-49 4,50-64

.7.2
Pia

.30
#- - -.38 .40 ......

70 lit 31 .35 .30-
.°49 .52 .29 *

--- , .56 .5.6 .19*
.82* .47 .37 .15:
.6g .50 .53 .37

United States
Region

.90 .88

1 .94 .87
2 . .i9 .88 A
3 NA '.97 .81
4 1.00 .90,
5 .93 .90
9 .93 .87 0

SMSA
Chicago .190* .95*
Los Angeles f73 .,95*
Jeksey City .95 .-96
Miami - --
Newark '491 1.00
New York .86* ..,84*
San Francisco .87 1.00

.76* .44 .47* .22*.
..

- -- 044* .47*. ---*
.46 1.26. -- a

00 M 0 3 1 * .56*
--- .27 .42 ---
.71 .30 a 31 .31
--- .44 - -- Mb 40.0D

I
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Table 1-C. Labor Force Participation Rates, Cubans; by Regipns, SMSA,
Sex and Age, 1970 '

Area 20-34
Male
35-49 50 -64 20-34

Female
35-49 50-64

United States
Rsgion,

3 ,
4
5

.9

SMSA
Chicago
Jersey City
.Los Angeles'
Miami
Newark
New York

r .96

.96

.94
1.00*.
.96

0
1.00
.94'
.97
.94
M. Ow Ow

89-

.97

.95
1.00*
.98

1.00
.96

1.00

.96

.94*
Th97

.90

.93
---
.88. .
---
.87*

---
1.9/**
.95'
.91*
.73
.90

.60.

.5.3
; 62-

6'6
.68*

..56

.64*

.73.

.54.
.. 66
.69*
.50.

i

.64

.65
* i.

. 62

.64

.74

.. 62

85
*.z

.66

.77

.69,

.71
.60

.47

.48

.45

.79*

.29

---
.54*
.50*
.46

MO

.53
4 p 4

C)

1



Table 1-D. Labor Force Participation Rates, Indians.: by Region, Sex
and Age; 1970

Area 41$
Male , Female

20-34 35-49 50-64 2'6 34. \ 35-49 50-64

United Staes
Region

1

2
3
4 \
5

6/7
8

10

r

. 75

.82*

.77

.95

.80,
.a

(.'86
.72It.74

.72

.71

.70

.80
*

.90

.89

.85* ,

. 89

.83
. 78
.83
.78
.76%,
.80

.67.

Of 1101

.76

.87*

.83

.72

.59

.78*

. 57
. .-63

.67

.42

. 55*

. 38

. 53

. 49
t39
.40
. 38 -

i" 39.41
.46

.41

.53

. 54

. 53

. 43

.45

.42

.44

.42

.34

. 39

. 34

Oa wat If le

. 44
id. 47*

.39
.41
. 213--
.38*
. 35
. 36
. 39

lb

p.

3 '1

(

I

ti



Table 1,-E. Labor Force Participation Rates, Japanese, by Region, SMSA,
oAge and Sex, 1970

Area 20-54
Male
35-49 50 20-34

Feinale
35-49 50-64

United States
Region

1

2
3

4
5
6
7 i
8 ,8

9
%

10

SMSA
Chicago
Honolulu ,

Los .Angeles
New Yor1
San- Francisco
San Jose
Seattle.

.84

. so

. 88
- --
00 NO los

.88'
an 00 00

.......
.

*
t-59
.85

V. 80'

-

.78

.87

.791.r

. 8
.81
.81
.77

____-_-64.

.97

VD Oor .

-1.00*
. 94
---
.99
. 001.

-....
.93*
.97
.96 .

- 1.00%
.98
.98
.86
. 99

, .98
1.00*

,

.92

*.84

0. . A

'.92
NO 06 MI

....-
.92

-,.93

.94
.91
.94
- 40. Po

.92-

.89**.90

.

0

.,

.

,

.53

0 5 2*
.33
.27
.25
.32
0 3 9*

*.16
.58
.60
.52

.48

.68

. 58
43

. 58

.48

. 61*

.57

. 58*

. 51

.38
.38
.41
.38*
.48*
.56
.63
.52

-

. 66

7.0
. 59
.29
.44
.48
.48

'

.

.61

.

.73*

. 50*
---
.63
---
- --
........

.62

.74

.72*

.60

.71
00 OW .
'4.3*
.'69*
.47*
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Table 1-F. Labor Force Participation Rates, Chinese, by Region, SMSA,
, Age and Sex, 1970

Area 20-34
Male
35-49 50-64 , 20-34

Female
35-49 50-64

United States
Region

1

3
4
5

6
7
8

.71

.64

.77

.65
'.66
.69
.49
. 68*
.58

.96

. 92*
.95
.97
95-

.94
.. 96
.....
- --

.84
, *

.80

.80*.85
-__

89
00 016 =

........

- --

.55

. 54
..53.

.56

..28

.51
030

*.52
. Ow O.

.60

. 52

.

.66
- --
.56*.54
.......

.. 54

AM 00 -

.54*
.72

.58*
.......
a 00 INI

- --
9 .75 .96 .. 84 .60 .63 .54

10 .61 .96* .80* .56 . 74* 00 . 00

SMSA
Boston .84 1.00* *.90* .59 . 65* 00 Of SO

Chicago .87 .92 . 74- .54 .72*
Honolulu .91 .97 .91 . 62 , . 70 .54
Los Angeles .85 .93 .78 .46 .64 .61
New York .77 .97 . 83 «47 .56 .65
San Francisco .75* .96* .88 .63* ..66 .57
San Jose .73 .94 --- . 38
Wash., D.C. .82* -,..... 4-- :52* 00 00 00 011. 00

a

P4

33



Table 1-G. Labor Force Pa.iticipation Rates, Filipinos, by Region,
. SMSA, Age and Sex, 1970.

Male Feinale
Area 20-34 . 35 -49 50-64 20 -34.. 35-49 50-64

4

United States
Region

2
3
5

9
10

SMSA
Chicago
Honolulu.
Los Angeles
Nev ( York
San)Francisco
Seattle

88

89
89
96
89,,
85'

89

97
90.
91
'85
94*

-

93

96
88*
94
93
94*

*
90
95
98
---
93...

88

81*
---
80.
88
96*

--- --
84
79,
88;'
83-
83*.

'

, 60

80
67
81.
55
51

87
52
65
78

,,.67,
5e

%

62
N:

80
46*.
64
63
48*

* ,

88
62
78.,
81'
62
---

'53 .

45
---
. OVIO

50';--1

...
43,,
52--,
34

.,.---

4

.



Table 1741. Labor Force Participat on Rates of Blacks by Age, Sex and
Region, 1970

Area

United States
Region

1

2
3

4
5

6

Male Female
20-34 35-49 50-64 20 -34 35-49

- .90 .91 .80 .58 .61
-*.81 , ..90 ...... .58 .59

.89 .88 .84 .47 .61
-.91 .90 .83 .62 .61
..90 .90 .77 .-.61 .64
.91 .94 .84 .59 .57
.88 .92 .74 .51 .61
.84 .97 .70 .69 .61
.92 .91 .77 .65 .54

SMSA
Chicago
,Dallas

. Detroit
Los Angeles.

. 94; .88 .65

.96 him la ow 1.0 all WO

.91 , 93 .80 wl.
.85 .85 .. .65

Miami ---
Newark .88*
New York .86 .88 .71
Philadelphia
San Francisco

90
.88*

.92.,

.95-
.79*,
.70

Wash. , D. C. .86 .90 .84

50-64

.48
*

.84
. 53
.49
.48
.46 a
.43
.43
.49

60. .60 . 48
.73 ....- .52.
.51 ;61 .41
.68 .65 .38
_-- .85*
.62 .71 .74*
.49
.52

.56
,*.-ir

. .64
.60

.82* .55 .42

.73 .66, .59
1



Table 2-A. Labor Force Participation Rates, Mexican, by Region, SMSA,
Education and Sex, 1970

ArOa

- ,
United States

Region 0,,
2
3
4
5

,6
7
8

9
. 10 , .

SMSA.
Albuquerque
Anaheim
Brownsville
Chicago (
Corpus Christi
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
El Paso
Fresno
Houston
Laredo
Los Angeles.

Oxnard
York

Oxnard
Phoenix
acramento

San Antortko
San Bernardino
San Diego
San Francisco
San Jose
Tucson ..../

Male Female
Less than H.S. College Less thiin H.S. College
H.S. 12 12 1 or more H.S. 12 '. 12 1 or. more

1.91 .94 .95 % .34 .52 .60
*.85 --- --- .52* .63*

.89.* . MO OM IMO - -- ,.044 .48 --_
* .44*..92 OW NO . 44 .44

.94 .95 .98. .36 ., ,61 ,....., .58

.89 .95 !95 .31 :57 -.61
.92 ..84 ... 31 .58
.. 84 .56**.95 .93 . 25 .50
..90 .93 .95 .36 .48 .61"

. 43*.88 --- 36 ---

* *
.86 --- - -- ,. 12* .43 . ---

92 .96 .97*
* .32 .51 .50

*

.82 92 1 .93 .32 .58 .71*

*
.44 .42. .93 .93 .90 .58

.91 .91 .8 .31 .36 i

. 88 1.00* -- .48*.41 --A
'.92 .96* --- .23 .59: ---
.86 1.00 --- .42 .55 -......

:87 .97* 1.00* .34 .57 .76*
.81 .88 --- .24 .32
.95 . 92 1.00 .31 .60 .67*
.81 .88 .91 .227' .53 .63*
.90.* .94 .96. ,a . 38 .67

.36*
.52*

* - -- .45* -_-.82 --_
.95 1.00 -..".. .32 .46 - --
.90 .91 --- 1 '. 33 , .42 ---

°

S .86 1.00* -_- .21 .38* ---
.89 95 1.00* .33 .61 .64*
.96 .97 .97 .33 .41 .65
.88 .97 .96' .36 .54 ---
.91 .95 .90* .39 .59 :68
.88 .98 .96* .32 . 51 -_-
.88 , 97 1.00 .22 ,.44
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Table 2 -B. abor Force Participation Rat 4, Puerto Rican, by Region,
MSA, Education and Sex, 1970

Area
Male Female

Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College
H.S. 12 , 12 1 or more H.S. 12 12 1 or more

United States .85 .93 ' .87 .

Region
1 .90 :90

*
--..-

2 .84 k . 9 3, . 86
3 .30 .94*
4 .90 - -- - --
5 .92 .92
9 .81 .96 ' .90

SMSA
Chicago .88 . 96* k_ _ _

J'ersey City .90 ---
Los Angeles , .78 - -- - --

'Miami .95* 0.. .01 0,

Newark .54 ,., --- ___,
New York . .81 .89 .93
Philadelphia . 86 - --
San Francisco .91 --- " - --

43

fl

.29 .48 .62
*

.32 .54 - --

.27 .45* , .60
° .38 .55

041 - k9
.61*.34, ,.62

#
. 36 .54 .88*

. 37 .57 ", 4.

.30 OM 00 W.

*
0 3 9 ' 050 - --
032 --- ---
.28 ---
.23 .49 .58
0 2 6 ---

4 0 * --- ---

r

V.



Table 2-C. Labor Force Participation Rates, Cuban, by Region,
SMSA, Education and Sex, 190

Area Less than
H.-S. 12

Male'
H.S.
12

College
1 or more

Female
Less than .H. S.
H.S. 12 12

College
1 or more

:

United States .92 .96 99 . 52 .59 . 72
Region

2 .94 .93 1.00 . 54 .55* . 69
3 - -- - -- 1.00* . 54* .71 ---
4 .91 .96 .97 . 51 .63 . 76
5 1.00 - -- 1.00* . 73 .68* .82 *

6 . -- --- 1.00 w WN m. M mI

9 . 87 .96 1.00 . 37 .47 .78

SMSA * *
Chicago 1.00 --- 1.00! , : 59* 95- ---
jers,ey City .96 -.95: . 94' . 66 . 65* ---
Los Angeles 1.00 .91 .98 . 56 .71 .67*

Miami. .92 .96 .96 .. 54 .66 .75
Newark .81*.81 ...... .96 .71 --- 01".1

New York .89 1.00 . .97 .46 .64 .74

4.i
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Table 2-D. Labor Force Participation Rates for Indians, by Region, Education

and Sex, 1970

Male Female
Area Less than H.S. College Las than H.S. College

H.S. 12 12 1 or more H.S. .12 12 1 or more

United States .70 .82 .82 .30. .50 .61
Region *

.81 * *
1 -i On OM .80* .37 .67*
2
3

.76

.91
.83
.88*

.92:

.90
.40
.44

.46

.56 :6576**

4 .82 .86. .85 .39 .59 53
5 .78 -.88 .81 .30 .50 .69
6 .64 .82 .80 .27 .52 .59
7 .74 .91 .68* .24 .71 .33*
8 .65 .76 .88 . 1 .48 .58
9 . 64 .80 .8 .25 .47 .66

10 .71 .73 .8 .38 .39 .60

1



Table 2-E. Labor Force Participation Rates Japanese, bytRegion, SMSA,
Education and Sex, 1970

L
Male Female

Area Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College
H.S. 12."*.- 12 1 or 'more H.S. 12 lb j 1 or more

r#

United States . .88 .96 . 88 .52 .57 .59
Region

1 ,, - AM IN, ;16 11111010 OM gh . 52* .65*---*
2 .88* .92 .9 * .58 .41 .45
3 WOO., 3 .40 .. 28 . .42
4 VO 00004 01101. Of .88* .46 .24 .35 I-
5 .87, 98 .98* S--* .38 .48
6 - -- - -- .75 .40 .34 .44*

.96*
--- "--* .46* ---7 r Oa Oa SID-- ,

8 01611. 073 .43 .54 .72
9 - .90 . 95 . 89 .56 .62 .64

10 am. 011, 11. .98 084 645. .61 .54

SMSA *
Chicago 1.00 .95 .S4 .55* .69 .53
Honolulu, .91 .95 . 88 .57 .69 .73
Los Angeles 90 -.93 . 88 .54 .62 .60
New York - 4--* .854c . 86 , .45* .27* .49
San Francisco .80 .96 92 .42 .49 .64
San Jose - -- .94 .89 .44* .44 .60 -

Seattle 01D IM 090 . 88 --- .56 .51 -\

. #
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Table 2-F. Labor Force Participation Rates, Chinese, by Region, SMSA,
Education and Sex, 1970

Area Less than
H, S. 12

United States/ .86
iRegion

r .82
2 .87
3 .88*
4 .74*
5 .84
6 ---

7 ---
8 A* 1110 .1

' 9 .85
10 .84*

SMSA
Boston
Chic4o
Honolulu
Los Angeles
Now York
San Francisco.
San -Jose

.Waoh., If. C..

.94

.83

.91

.81

.87

.86

Male
H.S.
12

College
1 or-more.

". Female
Less than IL,S.
H. Si 12 12

CollegI
1 or more

.91

*.94
.94
---
---
.88*

MOM

---

.77

.63

.78
-.76

.78

.74

.60

.74

.55

.50*

.56 '

.52* .
*..e5

.43

.44*
---

.55, -

,.

.. ....

.49*

.56
WO MI MI

*.44
.1 im 60

---

4-

.59

.57*
.52
.67*,

32
.60*

50*
.57

MP .1 OS l 60 1 )IC, ... 0 ... 4.1. ei0M

.91 . tit.- : .58 .60 -.62
--- .71 - -- .63* .65*

.87 .70 .52*
.94 ..85 .62 .47. .72
.96 .92 .55 .65 .63
.89 .89 .64 .41 .54
.94 .80 .51 a .55
.92 .84 .6Q. .60 .68*

a-. .82 .32*.
.86 IMO Mr 100, MIP NNW .60
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Table 2-G. Labor Force Participation Rates, Filipinos, by Region, SMSAt
Education and Sex, 1970

Area
Male \ Female

Less than H:S. College Less than H.S. College
H.S. 12 12 or more H. S. 12 or more

United States
Region

3
5
9

10

SMSA
Chicagp
Honolulu
Los Angeles
New York
San Francisco
Seattle

88

91*
1.

83
87
94'

91
89.
76
94
83
92*

93

75

.

93

-Wt.

96
92
- --
91
---

90

93
88
95
90*
85

88
95
93
92
87
- --

43

53*
41
56*
43

*
37

- --
48
38*
62*
47
1/.. OM IMIP

54

59*
47

PO

57*
33

i

. 58
47
.......

54
- --

72

86
70
82
70
65

88
65
81
80
73
,, ... OF



Table 2-4. Labor Force Participation Rates of Blacks by Regi)on, SMSA,
Se>i and Education, 197Q

Area Less than H.S. College
H.S. 12 12 1 or more

.96United States
Region

r
.84

.82

.91

93
2 8.4 .91
3 .87 .89
4 .84 .90
5 .86 .93
6 .82' .9.3
7 .77 7
9 .85 .87

SMSA
Chicago .80 .89
Dallas

a
.88

Detroit .83 .93
Las Angeles 69 .84

Miami.. WM Awa . Iva 00*

Newark .98 .90
New York .82 .86
Philadelphia .82 '. 94
San Francisco .82* .80*

Wash. , D. C .83 :89

---
.95
.94
.96
.99
.94
.......

.96

Less than
H.S. 12(

H.S.
12

.64.

.6.6

College
1 or more

.75

- 01.11M

.48

.58
.44 .62 .70
.50 .65 .75

-.52 .71 .77
.44 .644 .75
.47 .,,56 .72
.54 .. .59 .. 83*
.45 .64 .75

114 45 .62 .83
5,8 .65* 001 Oa-

.96 .45 .55 .71

.91 .47 .60 . 78
# 73 #10

67 .66 #111

.51 .57. .64
Pr . 53 .65 - ... -

.94* . 46* . 70* .79 *

.92* .54 .75 . .87*

4J



Table 3-A. Employment Rates, Mexicans, by Region, SMSA, Sex
and Age; 1970

4.,

Area 20-34
Male
.3e-49 50-64 20-34

Female
35-49 50-64

United States
Region

2
3-
4
5
6
7

8
9

IO

SMSA
Albuquerque
Anaheim
Brownsville
Chicago .
Corpus Christi
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
El Paso
Fresno
Houston

'Laredo
Los Angeles
New, York
Oxnard
Phoenix
Sacramento
San Antonio
San Bernatdino
San Diego
San Francisco
San Tose
Tucson

*

-. 94

1.00*
1.00*
.97
-97
.95 c,

.93

.94

. 92
. 90 ..i

*.94
. 94
.91
.96
. 97
.99
. 93*
.87
. 96
. 94
.97

, .89
93*

.94
.85

.> . 96
. 88
. 95
.94
. 94
.90
. 93
.94

, . 96

. 96*
- --
:95*
. 97
. 97
.95
.92
. 94
.81

.88*
1.00
.97

.. .98
. 97
'. 96:
. 89*
.89
.98
.85
.98
.94
. 94*

1.00
.98
. 97
. 86
. 98
.98 .

. 92

.95
,/ . 95

.98

.96

---
aem

1.00*

.95

.97

.96*

.`98
,9 4*
.94

---
.97
.92

1.00*

1.00
*1.00

---
---
.96
.89*

1.00
.95
.96
Memos

1.00*
1.00*
. 87
. 94
.97*

.1.00
.93
. 90**

1.00

'

".92

9 4
*

. 93*.88

.92

.9.4

.84

.91

.91

.90*

---
.88
.96
.94*
. 90
.89
. 95
....
. 96
.77
.96
.. 98
.95
amok.

. 96*
95*

. 88

.88

.90

.89
88.88

. 88*

.91

#

.92

---
.--
.....
.96
.94
.96*

1.00
.40
......

-- -
.26*

.90

. 94*
.96*-
.94
---
---
.94
.'65*
.97
.98
.90
Memos,

.....
93
--

. 95

.90

.84

. 92

. 87**

.94

0

. 92 60"

. O .

- --
---
.88*

.95
_-_

lie--
.92

..

.., ....
---
.90

*
. 94
---
...... i-1
....

*
1.00
---
---*

, 1.00
.96.
wo.mom

. ---
- --
- -..
. 9,41-___
""-*

1.00
.95*
....
---



Table:3-B. Employment Rates, Puerto Rican; by Region, SMSA, Sex
and Age, 1970

Area

United States
Region

1

2
3
4
5

9-

SMSA
Chicago ,
Jersey City
Los Angeles
Newark
New York
Philadelphia

20-34
Male
35-49 50-64 20-34

Female
35-49 50-64

.93

.91
.94
.95
.95
.94
.89

.94

.95
- --

1.00
95

.93

.96

.96*

.96

.92*
1.00*
.96
.92

.96

.96*

. 32*
*

.95
97*

.89

.96

:_z
.94
---
---*

1.00*
1.00

95.
400 1101.

401 =6 OM

.96
OM eV. 011.

.90

97
.89

1.00
.91*
.91
.94

.89i
.88

106 00

.94
0011.010

.93

......

.93
1.06*
.95:
.83*

1.00

.96

NO 00, IND

1.95
MOOM

.94.

- --
.94
-_-
- --..-
.1 OM ON

00 00

.00.

.94
ose

c
a.

0
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Table 3-C. Employment Rates, Cubans, by Region, SMSA, Sex and Age, 1970

Male
Area 20-34 35-49. 50-64 20-34 35-49 50-64

Female

United States
Region
2
3
4
5

9

SMSA
Chicago
Jersey City
Los Angeles
Miami
Newark
New York

. .95

.96
---
.97
.82*
.90

*
1.00*
.93
.94
.96
---

1.00

.98

.98
1A0*
.98
.94

.. 96 .

1.00
*

.92

.86

.97
1.00*

. 98

.--
.96

1.00
- --
.94
.94*
. 88*

---
1.00*

. 85*

.97
-

1.00

...

...

... 91

.512

- --
.93
.73*
.85'

.94*

.85

. $4*
95

.92

./

.

.94

.91
8 7 *

.96
93*

.91

.. 91*
.81
95

.'91

.93*

.92'.

.89

.88
---
.88*
. 95
.....

---
---
.....
.94
- --
.96



Table 3-D. 'Employment Rate's; Indian, by Region, Sex and Age, 1970

Area 20-34
Male

35-49. :50-64 20-34
Female
35-49 50-64

United States
Region

1 c

2
a

4
5

p.6
7
8

9
10

t

*

.89

.g2

.95

.97

.95
92

.89

.78

.86
(.82

.90
*

.94

.92

.96*
1.00
.87
.92

1.00*
.80
.93
.80

) .92

..--
1.00*
- --
.98
.91
.94
.95*
.83
.88
.80*

.88
*

1.00
1.00*

. 89*.
.91
.88
.88
.84*,
.83
.88

c, .85

.92

: 88*.
..95
.95
.94 ,
.96*
.88
.88
.94
.78

.92

..- ..

.94*
- --
.89*
.86*
97

.96*

.90

. 92-



Table 3-E. Employment Rates, Japanese, by Region,. SMSA, Age and Sex, 1970

Male Female
Area 20-34 35-49 50-64 20-34 35-49 50-64

United States
Region

2
3
4
5
6
8

- . 98

1.00
......

. 98
1111 4111

. 88*

99

.,98*
1.00*

OW OM OW,

.99
# ... ... .W

. 96*

. 99
*

.88
- --

.. 64 PO

1.00
eV PR

.97

. 90*
- --

*
1.00

Ioe OW WO

*
. 95

97

1.00
.94*

1.00
.95*

1.00
1.00

. 98

. 95*
---
---*

1.00 .

.......

.....
9 .98 .99 99 .98 .98 .9%

10 .97 1.00 .97 .94 . 93 1.00*

SMSA *
Chicago . 1.00 .98 1.00 1.00* 1.00 1.00
Honolulu : 97 - Lob L oo .98 .98 1.00
Los Angeles . 97 .98 .98 1 .96* .96 - .g8
New YOrk . 94 .97 - -- .87 PO 0.14.

San Francisco .94 . 99 1.00 .96 1.00* .96*
San Jose .97 1.6o 1.00* 1.00* 1,00 .... -
Seattle . 88* i.bo* .95* .88* .91* .......



Table 3-F. Employment Rates, Chinese, B Region, SMSA, Age and Sex, 1970

Area
Male Female

20-34 35-49 50-64 20-34 35-49 5G-64

United States . 96 . 98 .95 . 96 . 97 .95
Region

.89 1.00 .94 95* ---*

97 ..98 . 97g . 98 .96, 1.00
3 97* 1.00 1:00 .97 1.00*
4 .90 1.00* --- ---
5 . 96 .98 1.00 .97 1.00*
6 :90: .96 - -- - --
7 1.00 --- -
9 . 96.. .97 .93* ..98

10 1. 00 1.00* .94 - --

1

2

NSF

SMSA
Boston
chicago
1-Ionolulu
Los Angeles,-
New York
San Francisco
Wash. , D. C.

.94

.99.
97

:97*
. 94

1. te . 94* . 95*.
1.00 1.00* 1.00*

. 98 1..00 ..94

. 96 1.00

. 99 .95
;9g .97

1.. 00
.95

.0 ...I

.94

1.0 0*
1.00
1.00
. 97
.99

1.00
1. 00*
.98
. 96



Table 3-G. Employment Rates of Filipinos, by Region, SMSA, Age and Sex, 1970

Male Female
Area 20 -34 35-49 5064 35-49 50-64

United States
Region

2 .

3
5

9
10

SMSA
Chicago
Honolati
Lo s- Angeles .

New York
San Francisco
Seattle

95

100
97 -

98
94

98
97
98

100r.
92

97

100

100*
97
94*

*
94
99
95

96

96

8.8
---

100
96
96

MI V

98
88 .

_195

\ .f 1.00*

96

99
98
.98
94
95

98
98
97
97.
97
-.._

95

*-
100

100
95

95
100

--7 --

'94
---

95

9,6

96*
WM IMMI



Table 3-H. Employment Rates for Blacks,' by Region, SMSA, Age and
Sex, 4970 ,

Male
Area 20-34 35-49 50-64

United States 93 .96 .96
Region *

)- .92 .94* ---
2 .91 .97 .99
3 .96 .97 .97
4 . 96 .96
5 92 .94 .96
6 x.92 .96 .94*
7 .$8 .97 , 1.00
9^ :88 .94 .89

SMSA
Chicago .94* .99 .91
Dallas .96 -
Detroit . 73 1.0 .93
Los Angeles .93 .9 .96*
Miami
Newark .95 .96 ---
New York .98. .g8 .96
Philadelphia .9 0 .98 1.00
San Francisco .86 .75* - --
Wash. , D. C. .93 .93 . 97

20-34
Female
35-4'9

. 89

*

.95
*

.93 1.00

.91 93

.93 . 97
.88 .94
.88 .94
.88 .94*.90 .95
.84 .93

.94* .92
1.00 --r

.

50-64

.96

.95

.95

.96

.97
1.00*
.94
.97

.92

. 79 .92 . 86

.16 . 85* ---

. 86
---*

* . 93
* .88

.93 -. .98 ,95

.91* 9 .86

. 96 - -- --

.93 .97v
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Table 4-A. Ex-nployrnent Rates, Mexican, by Region, SMSA Education and
Sex, 1970

Male Female
Area Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College

H.S. 12 12 1 or more H. S 12 12 1 or more

United States
Region

2
3
4
5
6
7

B
9
it)

SMSA ,

Albuquerque
Anaheim
Brownsville
Chicago
Corpus Christi
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
El Paso
Fresno
Houston
Laredo
Los Angeles
New York
Oxnard '
Phoenix -

414Sacramento
San Antonio
San Bernardino
San Deigo,
San Francisco
San Jose
Tucson

.94

96*
1.00
.96
.96

.96

.92

.92

.89

.90*
.96
.93
.96
...98
.99
.89
.84
.97
.87

.0.98

.92

.93 -
1.00*

.93

.96

.86

.96
.96
..92
.93
..93

.96

i

,

.95

w.. .

POMP-

.98

.97.
*.92

.9.5

.94
---

___
.98
.94
.98
.97
.96*
.96*
.94*
.98

1.00*
.97
.94
:94
---
.{90**1.00
.89

*

.98

.97

.95

.89

.94

. 94

)

.. 96

---
1.000,0*

1.00
.97.. --*

1.00
.95.
POMP-

POMP-

.97*
11 .00*
1.00*

-POMP

-__
- - -
.93
---

1.00*
.97
.95
-

-

IM11.011

---
4.89
.97*
.96
.97
.96**

1.00

.91

.

POMP-

.90*

-.92`
.94
.92
.90
.89

85

-.RIM

. 85

.91

.93
.93
.90
---
---
.95
.66
.96
.98

. . 92
---*
.89
093
---
. 90
.91
.90
.86
.83*
.90

.93

1.00*
---

.96

.95

. . 87*
.95
.92
POMP-

093*
. 97

1.00'
---
POMP--*

1.00
---
.9
---
.98
.97
.94
---
---

' =1 OM IMO

.P ... ....

.92.90*

. 88
96*

. 83
.95*

.95

410 PP

.95

.95.
---
--
.96
OP Of

ONO IMMO

PPP MP

1.00*
AIM.

-.....
PP PM

- --
---
.94*

- _..
1.00
.96

OPP MP

-.....
.. ...

---*
.96
.94*
1.0001.

.8*

pop

.

elf

IMO

OM

*

....

APO



Table 4-B. Employment Rates, Puerto Rican, by Region, SMSA, Education
and Se*,

Area

United States
Region

2
3
4
5
9

SMSA
Chicago
Jersey City
Los Angeles'
Miami
Newark
Nelir York
Philadelphia
San Francisco

1970 '4

Less than
H.S. 12

Male
H.S.
12

.College
1 .car Snore

Female
Less than H.S.
H.S. 12 12

college
1 or more

.94

.94

.94
.,. 96
.94
.88

.94

.94
*

.90-..98

91,
..;i8.0'.'

.96

.96
-_-
- --
.98
.95 .

.96*

---
-_-

0 98
---

.97

.97
ml gmr wo

......
__-

*.94

---
- --

---
_--
- --
.98,.
_--
--

.91 .93
* ---

.9 0* .93
1 . 0 0 1.00*
.96* '7- .90*

.87 .91
f

. 93* .96

.92 .90
*

-.87 - -- --

--- -- -
.82* 4.4 110 .

.94 .96

.83*
--- ---

.94
.

- --
.94

---
---

-

--
-__
---
- --

.92

. Ow to.

0
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Table 4-C. Employment Rates, Cuban, by Region, SMSA, Education and
Sex, 1970

Male Female
Arei. Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College

H.S. 12 12 1 or more H.S. 12 12 1 or more

United States
Region

2

. .

.96

98

.96

.98

97

.99*

I
.91

.91.
3 -V". ". 1.00 NW 1.1 NO

4 .96 .97 .96*, .91
5 .88 ...... .96* .88
6 O Oa ale I. 00 AM 1.00*
9 .91

*
.92 .94 .88

SMSA
...* *

Chicago 1.00 1.00 .94*
A

Jersey City 95
*

.95 .88 .77
Los Angeles i . 88 .90* .88 93*
Miami .96* .98 . 98 . .93
Newark 1.00 -- or a. or ow . .96*
New York .99 .98 1.00 .92

.91 93

.86 .94
. 11110 . . so,

.96 .93*
)..._ /a. 11.

.92* .87



Table 4-D. Employment Rates, Indian, by Region, Sex and Education, 1970

Area
Male

Less ttan H.S.
H.S. 12 12

Female
College Less than H.S. College
1 or more H.S. 12 12 1 or more

United States
Region

1

2
3

4
5
6
7 .
8
9

10

. 89
..

.88*
86

.90
99

.91

.91
.98
.80
.86
. 80

.89

*
97*

1.00
1.00
.89
:92
.87*
.75
.90
.76

.95

"."" "' *
91

1.00*
.91

1.00
.98

1.00
*

. .86
.95*
.93

.88

Iml .000

*
087
.91*
.90
.88
.89
.87*
.87
.86
.84

.92

WO Om

*1.00
. 87*
.92
.89
.94
.88*
.90
.92
.85

92

Wm

......- --

1.00
.94
.95
---,ft
.80
.92
.84

(

I
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Table 4-E} Employment Rates, Japanese, by Region, SMSA, Education
and Sex, 1970

Area Less than
H.S. 12

Male
H.S.
12

College
1 or more

Female
Less than H.S. College
H.S. 12 12 1 or more

United Sfates
Region

2 .

3
.5
8
9

10

SMSA
Chicago
Honolulu
Los Angeles
New York
San Francisco
San Jose
Seattle

.98 .

-..
,---

. 9 6 *
---
.98
......

w

1.00
1.00
.97

1.00'
---
---

. 99

.96*
---

1.00
.96*
:99
.98

.97
;..98
.96.,,

. .96'
.98*
. 97'
.94*

.98.
.

1.00*1.00
1.00

99
. 93''`
.98
.98

1.,00
.99
. 99
.98

97
1.00
.97

9.5

.90'
1.00!
.95.;
---
.96*
..76

- - -
.98
.91
- --
.94*
- --
---

'

,

.98

.97
-'>-

1.00*
.98

..97

1.00
.98
.97
- --
. 96*

1.00
v.. 96

.98

.98
MN 1.10 4..

1.00
.96
.98

1.00

/00*
1.00

97e.
l 00'
1.00*
1.00';
.84*

tr

ft
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Table 4-F. Employment Rates, Chinese, by Region, SMSA, Education
and Sex, 1970

Area
Male Female

Let's than. H. S. College Less than H.S. College
. H. S. 12 12 or more H.S. 12 12 1 or more

United States
Region

1

2 ,
3.
4
5

6

. 95

' 89*
.97
. 96*
.....
.95
. Oa 4w.

.96

. 87*

.98
---
1.I 4.; I.

.95*

. 98

1.00
.98

1.00*
. 9 3
.98
. 9 0*

.)5
- --
.97
......-
MO IMO.

.96*
- - 00

7 %,.-- - -- 1.00
%

.......

9 .94 .96 .97 .94
10 .95* -- - 1.00 - NOM

SMSA
Boston 1.00 - -- 1.00 1.00*
Chicago 1.00 . 85* . q l 1.00*
Honolulu . 98 .98 1.0G ' 1.00
Los Angeles .91 1.00 .96 1.00
New 1 ork
fan Francisco

. 98

.96
. 99
.96

. 98
99

.97 .
94

.96 .97 .

.94*2.00 98
- -- .95
... AM im Iml Iml

- --
---
-*--
.96

0 9 8

---
- - -
.97

..li 01101. - --

--OW . S.A.

.1 .0 Am 1.00*

. 96 1.00
1.00* 1.00
1.00 .00
. 99 . 98



Table Employment Rates of F lipinos, by Region, SMSA, Education
and Sex, 1970

Area Less than
H.S. 12

Male
H.S.
12

Feinale
College Less than H.S. College

or more H.S. 12 12 or more

United States
Region

2
3
5
9

10

SMSA
Chicago
Honolulu
Los Angeles
New York
San Francisco
Seattle

'

96
oar

*
95
ow 001MI

96
97

---
98
96*
- --
97

100*

95

---
on ear imb

---
96

... .. ..

99
94
- --
94
ININO .

96 92 94 97

100 100 _-.. 99,
95 004.0 ....". 98
99 -__ ...:. 98
95 91 95 96

MI we wi

t
91 .1.9.0

.-5
100*

98 --- 98.

97 -94-) 98 98
95 99

100 Mb.. imb No . .. 97
93 93 88 99
011m GO .. .11 OW Mb

ea*
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Table 4.-H. Employment Rates for Blacks, by Region, SMSA, Education
and Sex, 1970

Area Less than
H.S. 12

Male
. H.S.

12
College

1. or more

.

Less than
H.S. 12

Female
H.S.
12

-College..
1 or more

United States
Region

1

2
3
4
5
6
7
9

.94
*

.89

.94

.96

.96
93

.93

.96

.90

.96*
1.00

1 .84
.98
.97*
.95
.97
.97*
.70
.91.

;95
*

.92 '

.98

.97

.95

.95
.96
.91
.90

.95
000001,

.84

.92

.92

.98
.96
- -- .
.96

.96

.0600

.95
1.00
.98
.94

1.00*
0006-

. 92

.94
0,1.000

.96*

.93
011401,

---
.97

.94*
1.04*

.4,92 ''
*

.96

.89

.92

.91
93

.94
096
.88

.92*

.83

.87

.94'
93*

089
.96
.86

.92

-4- 92

.97*

.94

.97

.,91

.90

.93

. 85

.91
00-00

.86

.94
000110

.90*

.94

.93
- --
.92

.97

000400

1.00
1.00
.98
.98
,.90.

.96.

.96
goo ea one

-
.92
0000.I .

- --
.94
___

.96*

SMSA
Chicago
Dallas.
Detroit
Los Angeles
Miami
Newark.
New York
Philadelphia
San Francisco
Wash. , D.C.

e
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Table 5-A. Oc.cupation of Mexicans, by Region, SMSA and Sex, 1970

Sex and
area N All Prof.

United
States 8501 100.0

Region
2 52
4 73
5 662
6 3114
7 115
8 252
9 4070

10 108
4

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

23.1
9.6
4.5
4.4
3.5
5.6
4.1
5.6

SMSA
Anaheim 196 100.0
Browns-
ville 349 100.0

Chicago 365 100.0
Corpus

Christi 185 100.,0 5.4
Dallas. 124 100.0 2.4
Denver 82 100.0 6.1
Detroit 59 100.0 6. 8
El Paso Z84 100.0 6. 3
Fresno 149 100.0 6.0
Houston 299 100.0 3.0
Laredo 291 100.0 4.1

Jos
Angeles1717 100.0 5.2

Oxnard 112 100.0 5.4
Phoenix 171 100.0 3.5
Sacra-

mento .90 100.0 5.6
San

Antonio 483 100; 0 4.3
San Ber-

n& rdino 271 100.0 5.2
San Diego 170 100.0 6.5
San Fran-

cisco 252 100.0. 3.2
San Jose 203 100.0. 6.4
Tucson 109 100.0 3.7

4.6

5.1

3.2
4.1

Mgr. Sales

-

4.1 2.7

3.8
1.4
2.1
5.3
7.0%
2.4
3.6
3.7

9.6
2.7
1.6
3.2
3.5
2.4
2.5
0.9

4.1 3.1

6.3 7.4
2.2 3.0

5.4
4.0

3.4
4.6
1.3
5.0
6.2

3.1
3.6
4.1

4.4

5.9
2.4
2.4
5;1
4.9

---
3.3.
5.5

2.4
2.7
4. 7

4.1 5.6

2.2 4.1
2.4 4.1

2.0 2.0
4.4 1.0
2.8 4.6-

Cler. Crafts Oper. Lab. Farm Ser.

5.2 22.3

5.1

2.6
6.8

7.7
5.5
5.3
5.6
6.1
5.2

0 4.9
2.8

3.2
8.9
8.5

13.6
\ 7.4

2.7
6.7
4.5

5.6
0.97.6
6. 7

6.6

4.1
4.1

8.7
7.4
5.5

O

19.2
20.5
19.3
23.8
23.5
20.2
21.9
12.%0

22.2 28.2
27.1 26.1
26.6 30.3

28.0 13.5

26.9 7.7
15.0 8.2
41.5 15.6
24.7 13.5
22.6 21.7
24.6 15.9
29.3 13.2
16.7 11.1

24.5 25.0 19.9

15.2 19.4 12.6
20.3 40.9 14.0

21,6 21.7 19.5
25.0 26.7 15.3
19.5 34.1 15.9
15.3 37.9 11.9
29.2 22.2 13.7
10.1 22.2 4.7
25.1 31.7 12.7
17.9 13.7 p13.7

24.9 36.2 11.5
15.2 .26.2 13.4
17.0 21.7 17.5

15.6 21. Y 25.6

32.3 23.8 11.2

22.1 22.5113.7
24.7 21.2 11.8

1.6.3
14.3
13.8

10.5 9.1

0.0
28.7
2.1

10.5
3.5

11.1
11.2
39.9

3.1 10.2

21.2 12.0
.3. 8.5

6.0
4.8
1.2

2.5
46.-3

1.3
25.1

1.2
25.9
15.8

5.5

1.9
8.2
8.0
9.0
8.7

12.7
9.3
7.4

11.4
10.5
6.1
6.8
9.2
6.7

11.0
9.0

9.9
7.1
8.2

10.0 11.1

1.4 10.6. 40

14.7 11.4
11.8 13.5

4.0 13.5
10.3 ,
7.3



Table 5-A. Continued

Female
United

States 6286 100.0 4.7
Region,
2

4,
5
6
7

.8
9

10

51
53

2222
98

158
3170

71

100.o
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

9. 8
11. 3

, 5.8
5. 0
5.1
6. 3
3.9
4.2

SMSA
Anaheim 138 100.0 5.1
Browns-

villa 295 100. 0 6.8
Chicago 204 100. 0 3.4
Corpus

Christi 102 100.0 4.9
Dallas 94 100.0 2.1
Denver 70 100.0 4.3
El Paso 258 100.0 it 8
Freino 121 100.0 1.7
Houston 205 100.0 4.9
Laredo. 186 100. 0 11.8
Los

Angeles1379 100.0 4.1
Oxnard 81 100.0 2.5
phoenix 120 100.0 4.2
Sacra-

mento 64 100.0 3.1
San

Antonio 377 100.0 5.6
San Berm

nandino 202 100.0
San Diego 154 100.0
San Fran-

cisco 192 100. 0 6.8.
San lose 162 100.0 4. 3
Tucson 73 100.0 4.1

6.4
5.2

1. 5 5.5 21.8 2.4 29.8 1.7 7.6 24.6

3.9 3.9 37.3 3..9 23.5 0.0 0.0 17.7
3.8 3.8 17.0 3.8 24.5 0.0 15.1 20.8
1.0 6.1 23.8 .2.7 41.6 1.7 1.7 15.5
1.8 6.6 20.8 2.5 23.0 1.6 6.3 32.2
2.0 5.1 27.6 4.1 22.4 4.1 3. 1 26.5
0.6 7.0 20.9 l9 .20. 3 3.2 2.5 37. 3
1.3 4.7 21.9 2.4 34'.6 1.6 8.9 20.4
1.4

0

5.6 9.9 0.0 23.9 1.4 38.0 15.5

1.4 5.1 20.3 .7 40.6 2. 2 2.9 21.,7

1.7 7.1 15.9 2.0 22. 7 1.0 17.3 25.4
3.4 22.1 3.9 52.y 9 2. 5 .5 11.3

2.0 10.8 17.6 3.9 14.7 MO 2. 0 44. 1
1.1 24.5 4.3 43.6 2. 1 3.2 19.2

1.4 4. 3 25.7 31.4 1.4 2.9 28.6
1.9 7.4 18.6 5. 0 30.6 1.6 OW IM 29.1

2. 5 14. 9 --
-3.4

29.8 1.7 31.4 18. 2
2. 0 8.3 28.8 18.5 1.5 2. 0 30. 7
4. 3 11.3 21.0 1. 1 9. 1 1.6 10. 2 29.6

1.6 3.8 25.1 3.1 45.5 1.6 .9 13. 8
2.5 1.2 16.0 2.5 43.2 1.2 14.8 16.0

5.8 24.2 35.0 1.7 9.2 20. 0

7.8 25.0 1.6 28.1 WO SW. .1.41 17.2 17.2

1.9 7.2 26.0 4.2 25.7 .8 1.6 27.1

1.0 2.5 15.3 2.0 33.2 3.0 10.4 26.3
1.9 7.1 19.5 2.6 23.4' 1.9 5.2. 33.1

2. 1 4. 7 30.7 1.0 28. 6 3. 1 3.1 19.8
2. 5 3.1 14.2 3. 1 53.7 1.2 4.9 13.0
1.4 16.4 26.0 2.7 23.3 26. 0

.



`.Cable 5-B. Occupa.tion of Puerto Ricans, by Region, SMSA and Sex, 1970

Sex and
area. AU Prof. Mgr. Sales Cler. Crafts 92sla Lab. Farm Ser.

Male
United Assi

States 2702 100.0 3.9 4.6 3.9 9.5 16.2 34.9 8.1 1.5 17.5
Region o

1 119 100.0" .1.7 5.0 3.4 7.6. 18.5 39. 13.4 1.6. 9.2
2 1968 100.0 3.5 5.0 4.5 10.2 16.1' 32.8 7.0 1.0 19.8
3 101 100.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 15.8 35.6 11.9 5.0 17.8
4 76 100.0 - 6.6 6.6 3.9 2.6 27.6 19.8 5..3 9:2 18.4
5 284 100.0 3.1 0.7 1.8 8.1 13.7 54.9 10.9 0.7 7.0
9 132 100.0 11.4 5.3 0.8 .9.8 14.4 28.8 12.1 3.8 13.6

S1.1 SA
ChicagO 191 100.0 1.6 '2.6 2.1 9.9 15,2 51.8 '4.7 11110 IWO Olt 12.0
Jersey

1.3City 75 100.0 1.3 1.3 4.0 9.3 46.7 22.7 NO 13.3
Newarlz 60 100.0 10.0 1.7 1.3 5. 0 18.3 48.3 5.0 8.3
New

'704: 1636 100.0 3.4 4.2 r 43. 1.1.0 16.7 31.0 6. () .2 19..6

phia 84

lieeirtale

100.0 G. 3 4.8 1.2 10:7 38.1 15. 4.8 13.1

'United
Stites 1882

Region.
100.0, 5.8 1.4 5.9 25.1 3.0 45.4 1.1 0.6 13.7

1 71 100.0 8.9' 1.4 5.6 12.7 0.0 53.5 2.8 1.4 14.1
2 1144 100.0 1.0 3.6 26.2 3.4 46.7 1.2 . 3 12.7

79 100.0 10.1 5.1 3.5 20.3 3.8 44.3 1.3 2.5 10.1
4 65
r 173

100.0
100:0

7.7
8.1

4.6
1.2

6.3
5.2

29.2
16.3

,

2.3
33.1
55.2

0.0
1.2

1.5
0.0

23.1
10.5

6 20 100.0 10.0 5.0 3.0 30.0 0.0 23.0 0.0 0.0 25.0'
9 111 100.0 9.4 1.8 1.8 33.3 0.0 31.5 0.0 1.8 24.3

SWA
Chicago 113 100.0 2: :1 1.8 1.5 8.8 3.5 60.9 3.7 MI-got 7.1
New

1087 100.0 4.1 1.2 1 28.7 L,. 46.7 1.7 .1 11.8



5-C. Occupati=of Cubans, by Region, SMSA and Sex, 1970

SeX and
area All Prof. Mgr, Sales Mex..

Male
Wilted

States 1323 10 0.0.
Region

1 28 100. 0
2 397 100. 0
3 39 100. 0
4 613 100. 0
5 71 100. 0
6 25 '100.0.
9 129 100.0

SMSA
ChicAgO
Jersey'

City
Los

Angeles ,107
Miami 539
Newark 39'
New

York :240

Female
United

States 0119 3
Region

1 23
2 342
3 40

Crafts' Oyer. Lab. Farm Ser.

11. 3 9. 1 52 10. 4 18.2

25.0 21.4 3.6 3.6 0.0
9.66 7.8 4.3 10.1 13.9

20. 5 . 2.6 2.6 2. 6 28.2
9. I 10.1 6.5 11. 4 21..9

16.9 9.9 1.4 15.5 18.3
24.0 20. 0 8.0 8.0 28:0
12.4 6.2 5.4 9.3 14.0

571
5 74
9 105

SMSA
Chicago 55
Jersey

City 97
Los

Angelett 88
bruit 515
,iiark 39

k 2435

100..0 9. 3 5.6 5.6 16.7 20.4

100. 0 5.0 570 -1.0 12.9 21.8

100. 0 10. 3 5. 6 1.9 13. r 20.6
100.0. 10.8 7. 8 5.0 8.2 24. 7.
100. 0 - 2. 6 7. 7 10.3 15.4

100.0 9. 6 8. 3 3.8 15.8 17.1

100.0 8.3 1. 2 5. 1 22,.5 2. 3

100.0 8. 7 0.0. 4. 3. 34.8 0.0
100:0 9.4 1:2 3.2 X23.7 2.0
100.0 12.5 0.0 5. 0 27. 5< 0. 0
100. 0 5.6 1.4 6.8 20,0 2.8
100. 0 13. 5 O. 0 4. 1 18. 9 2.7
.100.0 10,5 1. 0 3.8 24.8 1.9

100. 0 - -- 3.6 38.2., 3:6

100.0 9.3 1. 0 6.2 18..6 3.1

100. 0 '2. 3 4.5 20..5 2. 3
10b. 0 6.2 1. 6 4. 5 19.8 2. 3
100.0 2.'6 2.6 7. 7 2.6
100. 0 10. 2 1.5 1.5 29.3 2.4:

26. 7 4. 5 O. 6 14. 0

25.0 3.6 O. 0 17.9
32.2 3.5 0.0 18.7
28.2 7.7 0.0 7.7
234 5.7 0.5' 11.0
28.2 0. 0 O. 0 9.9
4.0 4.0 0.0 4.0

28.7 3. 1 3. 2 17.8

37.0 5.6

41:6 4.0

30.8
24.1-
41.1

15.8

6.5
5.8

12.8

3.8

1.2

-- 113:. 5.

25.8

46.5 1. Q 0.6 12. 5

30..4 0.0 4.4 17.4
49. 1 0.9. 0.0 y. 6
30. 0 0.0' 0.0, 25,0
48. 7 0.7 O. 7 13.3
45. 9 2. 7 , 0. 0 12.2
47.6 1.9 O. 0 8.6

45.5 los two vio 1.8 7.3

61.9

60.2 10;2
52. 3 .4 .8 12.3
76.9 -- - 7.7
37.6 1.0 _ 16.6



'Table. 5-D. Occupation of Indians, by Region, and Sex, 1970

Sex and
area All Prof:

-

Mgr.

Male
United

State s 2690 100.0 8.7 3.8
Region

1 45 100.0 17.8. 6.7
2 126 100.0 \10.3 0.3
3 79. 100.0 12.7 1.3
4 246 log. 0 5.3 4.9
5 302 100.0 7.6 2.0
6 638 100.0 9.4 3.0
7 98 100.0 8.'2 2.0
8 279 100.0 9.3 4.7
9 621 100.0 8.9 3.5

10 256 100.0 6.6

Female
United t

States 2247 10.0.0 9.4 2.0
Region

2 91. 100.0 17.6 2.2
3 77 100.0 16.9 ---
4 220 100.0 7.7 4.1
5 255 100.0 8.6 2.4
6 526 100.0 10.1 1.1
7 76 100.0
8 2.33 100.0 13.3 2.6
9 515 100.0 6.4 1.9

10 217 100.0 6.9. 2.3

Sales filer. Crafts Oper.

2.2 5.1 21.7 23.0

2.2 4.4 13.3 31.1
3.2 15.1 24.6 13.9
2.5 8.9 29.1 24.1
1.6 3.3 23.2 26.8
2.3 7.0 19.9 23.2
2.2 5.3 24.8 21.3

6.1 24.5 23.5
0.4 3.2 22.2 19.0
3.5 3.5 20.l235
).2 3.9. 15.2 18.0

4.5 22.2, 1.5 ,';/21,.6

4.4 20.9 3.3 19.8
3.9 29.9 22.1
4.5 11.8 2.3 37.3
6.3 25.1 2.0 25.5
5.1 19.8 1.5. 21.7

'30,3 5.3 13.2
2.6 19.3 0.4. 12,8
5.0 '26.8 0,8 17.7
4.1 23.5 1.8 10.5

Lab. Farm Ser.

17.2 8.8 9.3

11.1 2.2 11.1
8.7 4.8 11.1

10.1 3.8 7.6
11.4 19.5 4.1
16.9 3.0 9.6
17.1 6.9 9.7
21.4 7.1 7.1
15.1 18.0 8.3,,
19.5 7.1 10.3
25.8 10.6 12.1

2.6 3. 7 '42.6

1.1 2.2 28.6
2.6 24.7

0.9 10.9 20.4
2.7 2.0 25.5
3.8 1.2- 35.8
7.9 1.3 36.8
2.1 4.3 42.5
1.6 3.,3 36.5
3.7 7.0 29.0

4

r0



Table 5-E. Occupationvf Japanese, by Region, SMSA amid Sex, 1970

Sex and
area All Prof. Mgr. Sales Cler. Crafts Oper. Lab. Farm Ser.

Male
United

States 2820 100.0 22.7 10.9 5.1 9.0 21.4 9.8 9.7 4.9 6.6
Region

2, 123 100.0 35.0. 18.7 9.8 13.8 1 2 . 2 3 . 3 3.3 . 8 -3.3
5 178 100.0 36.0 10.7 3.9 10.7 18.5 \10.7 4.5 .6 4.5

.8 '66 100:0 18.2 3.0 6.-1 .9.1 19,7. 12.2 9.1 16.6 6.1
9 2164 100.0 19.5 10.9 5.0 9.1 24.1 9. 7 10.9 4.2 6.5

10 136 100.0 24.3 12.5 4.4 6.`6 8.8 13.3 7.4 13.9 8.8

SMSA.
Chicago 131 100 e 0 -20. 6 9.2 6.1 9.9 21.4 13.7 3.1 2.3 13.7
Los

Angeles 542 100.0 i25.5 12,5 8.1 7.2 13.7 8.3 16.4 - 2.6 5.7
Honolulu 1121 100.0 15.0 11.6 5.8 11.1 31.7 10.7 5.2 2.3 6.7
New York 97-100.0 20.6 30.9 ,13.44 12.4 5.2 6.2 3.1 8.2
San Fran-

cisco . 173 100.0 29.5 11.6 4.0 9.2 12.7 9.2 12.7 ;,4.1 6.9
San Jose 97 100.0 33.0 9.3 6.2 12.4 12.4. 14.5 7.2 5.2 411.1. ONO MO

,Seattle 68 100.0 27.9 16.2 5.9 8.8 17.6 10.3 5.9 7.4

Female
United

States 3039 100.-0 16.6 5 5.9 34.5 1.4 14.7 . 8 1.9 20.8
Region

2 129 100.0 21.7 1.6 -6.2 41.1 . 8 16.3 .8 11.6
3 70 100.0 17.1 5.7 5.7 27.1 --- 17.1 27.1
4 66 100.0 9.1 1.5 3.0 25.8 Ov, 28.8 3. 0 3.0 22.8
5 185 100.0 23.8 3.2 3.2 29.7 1.6 18.4 1.1 1.1 17.9
8 78 100.0 15.4 1.3 7.7 29.5 --- 14.1 1.3 2.6 2.8.2
9 2226 100.0' 16.3 3.5 6.2 36. 3 1.3 13.0 .7 2.0 20.7

10 158 100.0 15.8 5.1 5.7 25.3 3.2 16.5 1.9 3.1 22.8

SMSA
Chicago 121 100.0 31.4 6. 6 3.3 , 33.9 1.7 16.5 .8 .8 5.0
Honolulu 1079 100.0 15.0. 4.0 9.4 34.1 1.4 11.1 1.5 23.0
Los

Angeles 467 100.0 16.7 2.8 4.3 40.9 .9 16.7' 1.7 .4 15.6
New York 59. 100.0 33.9 3.4 5.1 39.0 1.7 3.4 PO OM --- 13.6
San Fran.;

cisca 187 100.0 16.0 2.7 7.0 41.2 1.1 8.6 1.1 2.1 20.3
Sari Jose , 81 100.0 17.3 4..9 34.6 1.2" 18.5 Ale MI OW 4.9 18.5
Seattle 71 100.0 19.7 8.5 8.5. 32.4 2.8 9.9 1.4 4.2 12.7



Table 5-F. Occupation of Chinese, by Region, SMSA and Sex, 1970;

Sex and
area All Prof. Mgr. Sales Cler. Crafts Oper.

411*Lab. Farm Ser.

Mare
United

States 2422 100.0 31.7 1Q. 8 4.0 8.4 8.4 10.6 2.6 . 7 23.0
Region

1 fr '95 100.0 42.1 8.4 2.1 2.1 4.2 9.5 3.2 --- 28.4
2 .502 100.0 28.5 8.2 4.4. 7.4 5.0. 14.1 1.2 .2 31.1
3 97 100.0 47.4 14.4 1.0 4.1 7.2 3.1 2.1 - 20.6
4 57 100.0 47.4 17.5 --- 3.5 5.3 8.8 1.8 1.8 14.0
5 216 100.0 48.6 7.4_ 2.3 3.2 4.2 8.8 2.8 --- 22.7
6 100.0 40.3 9.7 6.5 6.5 4.8 12.9 19.4
9 1244 100.0 25.9 12.4 4.8 11.2 11.6 10.6 3.4 1,1 19.1

10 72 100.0 26.4 11.1 1.4 9.7 5.6 8.3 2.8 --- 34.7

SMSA ;

Boston 80 100.0 28.8 15.0 7.5 1.3 11.3 2.5 33.8
Chicago 105 100.0 34.3 5.7 4.8 5.7 8.6 3.8 1.0 36.2
Honolulu 268 100.0 22.8 14.2 4.9 11.6° 20.9 7.5 < 3.4 .4 14.6
Los

Angeles 239 100.0 38.1 10.9 5.4 8.8 5.4 10.5. 3.3 WO ,/ 17.6
New York 424 100.0 18.9 8.7 4.2 7.5 3.8 18.9 1.2 .2 36.6
San Fran-

cisco 486 100.0 17.7 11.7 7.6 12.1 9.7 10.9 2.7 .4 27.1

Female
United
States 1765 100.0 22.7 3.5 4.5 31.2 1.6 21.4 .7 .6 13.8

Region
'53

w

1 100.0 28.3 1.9 1.9 30.2 --- 34.0 --- 00 0.0 ...$ 3.8
i, 309 '100.0 19.4 5.5 2.6 25.9 1.3 36.6 .6 ...... 8.0
3 92 100.0 33.7 3.3 2.2 31.5 2.2 13.0 --- --- 14..1
5 150 100.0 44.7 1.3 4.7 19.3 1.7 17.3 1.3 10.7
9 1008 100.0 17.8 3.0 5.2 35.4 2.0 19.1 .8 1.1 15.7.

.. *

SMSA
i
. 46:

Boston 55 100.0 19.6 1.8 1.8 28.6 --- 33.9 -- ..... 14.'3
Chicago 59 100.0 27.1 - -- - -- 25,.4 .1.7 33.9 MO PO ON --- 11,9.,
Honolulu 229 100.0- 22..3 4.8 4.4 4r. 0' 1.3 7.9 1.7 15.7
Los

Angeles 160 100.0 25.0 3.8 6.3 26.9 0.1 00. 28.1 .6 - ... '9.4,
New York 268 100.0 13.8 2.6 2.2 28.7 . 7 44.8 .4 . - - ON 6.7
San Fran-

cisco 402 100.0 13.7 2.7 5.2 38.8 1,0 24.9 5 2 12.9



Table 5-G. Occupation of Filipinos by Region, SMSA and Sex, 1970

Sex and
area N All Prof. Mgr. Salts Cler. Crafts Oper. Lab. Farm Ser.

Male
United

States 1480 100.0. 18.6 2.9 2.1 9.2 14.1 16.2 6.9 10.5 )19.1
Region

2 88 100.0 44.3 9.1 - 10.2 9.1 9. 1 2.3 ,l. 1 14.8
3 60 1,00.0 58.3 1.7 3.3 13.3 5.0 5.0 1.7 --- ;11.7
5 102 100.0 51.0 1.0 4.9 14.7 5..9 12.7 2.0 7.8
9 1088 100.0 9.7 2.7 2.,1 8.4 16.3 17.9 8.2 13.6 21.3

10 66 100.0 18.2 4/5 -4-- 6.1 13.6 19.7 9.1 7.5 21.2

SMSA
Honolulu 464 100.0 4.1 2.8 1.5 4.1 26.5 22.2 12.1 14.9 11.9
Los

Angeles 146 100.0 23.3 2.1 2.1 22.6 12.3 11.6 6.2 --- 19.9
San Fran-

cisco 204 100.0 14.7 4.4 1.5 20.1. 12.7 9.8 4.9 2.5 29.4

Female
United
- States 1306 100.0 29.5 1.1 5.1 26.7 .8, 12.8 . 9 2.9 20.4
Region

2 '126 100.0 55.6 . 8 . 8 27.8 --- 4.0 . 8 -.- 10.4
3 108 100.0 54.6 --- .9 22.2 1.9 8.3 .9 --- 11.2
5 140 100.0 57.1 1.4 1.4 20.7 .7 2.9 --- .7 15.0
9 755 100.0 16.2 1.2 6.9 29.7 .8 16.5 2.6 23.8

10 62 100.0 11.3 4.8 L6 25.8 --- 25.8 1.6 1.8 22.6

SMSA
Chicago ,119 100.0 68.1 2.5 1.7 21.0 3.4 1.7 -- 1.7
Honolulu 283 100.0 8.1 1.1 6. 7 22.6 7 23.7 1.1 6. 4 30.0
Los

Angeles 140 100.0 29.3 2.9 7. 1 30.7 . 7 --- 14.3
San Fran-

cisco 198 100.0 18.2 3.0 1. 5 46. 0 2. 0 --- 23.2

7 3



Table 5-H. Occupation of Blacks by Region. SMSA and Sex, 1970

Sex and
area No.. Pct. Prof. Mgr. Sales ,Cler. Crafts Oper. Lab. Farm. Ser.

Male
United

States 3880
Region

1 64
2 510

.). 3 583
4 1132
5 734
6 467
7 104
9 261

SMSA
Chicago 211
Detroit 157
Los

Angeles 136
Newark 80

. New
York 305*

Philad el-
phia 164

S.an Fran-
cisco 62

Wash.,
D.C. 147

Female
United

SAates 4011
Region

1 82
2 504
3 626
4 1154
5 701

1 7
6 508

13.0
9 275

SMSA

100.0 5.4 2..5 2.0 7.6 16.0 30.5 17.0 4.9' 14.3

-100.0 12.5 ..... - -- 14.1 25.0 28.2 12.5 OM Pl. Oil 7.8
.100.0 7,3 . 2.7 3.3 12.4 15.3 32.5 11.4 . 6 14.5
100.0 6.7 2.6 1.2 10.5 16,3 26.5 17.5 I 3.1 15.6
100:0 4.4 1.7 1.2 3.6 14.0 28.7 20.6 11.6 14.1
100.0 5.3 2.7 2.7 9.1 16.8 36.6 14.3 . 6 12.0
100.0 3.4 2.4 . 3.9 .16.3 31.9 21.6 4.7 13.9
100.0

.1.9
3.8 3.8 1.9 9.6 9.6 28.8 15.4 4.8 22.1

100.0 6.1 5.7 1.5' 8.4 21.8 25.3 14.2 .1.1 15.7

100.0 .5.7 3,3 2.4 ' 8.5 16.6 34.6 13,3 . 5 15.2
100.0 6.4 3.2. 1.3 4.5 19.1 45.8 6,4 --- 13.3

100.0 8.8 4.4 3.7 7.4 19.9 24.3 14.0 ........ 17.6
100.0 5.0 5.0 2.5 11.3 11.3 36.3 .13.8 1.3 13.8

100.0 4.3 4.6 5.2 15.4 18.4 23.9 8.9 ........ 19.3

100.0 3.0 2.4 3.0 7.9 19:5 31.7 15,2 . 6 16.5

100.0 3.2 9.7 1.6 11.3 22.6 19.3 17.7 1.6 12.9

100.0 7.5 (6.1 1.4 13.6 17.0 18.3 11.6 .7 23.8

. .
100.0 9.3 .2 2.1 .17.3 1.3 19.5 1.9 3.2 ,44.2

1

100.0 11.0 2.4 2.4. 35.4 1.2 19.5 . M 00 40 Or i. 28.1
100,0 .8.7 1.2 2.8 27.2 2.0 22.0 1.4 .8 33.9
100.0 11.3 1.9 1.6 20.1 .8 18.8 1.4 1.1 42.8
100.0 9.4 .5 1.2 6.8 1.2 21.0 2.5 8.6 48.9
100.0 7.8- 1.3 3.7 24.7 1.9 20.8 .1.9 .4 337.5
100.0 9.8 ' .4 2.4 8.1 1.0 14.4 1.6 59.9
100.0 6.2 4.6 1.5 20.0 1.5 16.9 3.1 1.6 44.6
100.0 8.4 1:8 1,5 27.3 .7 19.3 1.8 .7 38.5

Chicago 239 00.0 11.3 .8 6.3
Dallas 58 10 . 0 1..7 .3.4 3.4

74

30.5 2.5 25.1 2.1 .4 20.9
12.1 --- 24.1 1.7 1.7 51.7



Table 5:-H. Continued

S

Detroit 124 100. 0 ro. 5
1Los

Angeles 143
Newark 83
New,

York 352
Philadel-
phia 1168

San Fran-
cisco 52

Wash. ,
D.C. 154

100.0 11.2
100.0 4.8

100.0 9.7

100.0 10.1

100.0 , 13..5

100.0 11.0

....... 4.0 18.5 3.2 23.4 1.6 --.. .3'8.7

1.4 2.8 24.5 2. 1 23.8 .7 . 7 32.9
1.2 1.2 27.7 2.4 33.7 1.2 1.2 26.6

2.3 2.6. 28.1 1.1 17.3 .6 , ........ _ 38.3

1.2 2.4 26.8 .6, 20.8 .6 .6 36.9
vi

- -- 3..8 28.8 1.9 7.7 -wean . we NO 44.2

1.9 3.2 .37.0 1.9 5.1 .6 . 6 38. 3

fl

01

"/J



Table 6-A. Mean Occupation Scores; Mexicans, by Region, SMSA,
Sex and Age, 1970

Male Femile
Area 20-34 35-49 50-64 20-34 35-49 50-64

United States 33 34 ,30 21 19 166'

Region
2 44 39 ... - .. 32 23* II. - --
3 43 55 4.1 30 35 ---
4 28 40 28 23 18 ...ow

5 32 35 ' 31 25 25 13
6 34 35 30 20 18 15
7 39 36 32 20 20
8 32 33 29 23 16 18
9 32 33 30 21 19. 17

10 25 23 24 17 16 - --

SMSA ...

'Albuquerque 38 48 28 - -- ---
Anaheim 35 38 28 23 23 15
Brcprnsville 30 32 26 21 , 18 16
Chicago 34 37 30 25 23 26
Corpus Christi 34 35 30 20 17 12
Dallas 31 35 34 22 19 13
Denver 36 36 --- 22 19 -.-
Detroit -115 40 33 23 21 to ON ONO .

El Paso 36 37 37 20 17 14
Fresno 26 21 21' 16 12 7
Houston 35 36 30 24 19 16
Laredo' 29 33 27 22 20 28
Los Angeles 34 35 33 -ig 22 19
New York 41 33 37 36 27
Oxnard 30 32 27 20 , 12 .....
Phoenix 31 33 29 19 16 22
Sacramento 31 35 33 17 22
San Antonio 38 37 34 23, zO 20
San Bernardino 33 30 29 22 17 19
San. Diego 32 .34 31 24 17 14
San Francisco 32 34 30 24 26 20
San Jose 35 37 35 23 19 12
Tucson 34 35 30 19 23

00 MO

OP el

In* O.

4

a

76



Table 6-B. Mean Occupation Scores, Puerto Ricans, by Region, SMSA,
Sex and Age,. 1970

Male Female
Area 20-34 35-49 50-64 20-34 35-49 50-64

United States
Region

1

2
3
4
5

9

SMSA
Chicago .
Jersey City
Los Angeles
Miami
Newark
New York
Philadelphia
San Francisco

.32

.30
32

.30

.33

.31

.40

.31
.29
.38
.26
.32
.32
.32
.38

.31

.36.

.31

.26

.34
.30
: 32

.31

.26
.33
.26
.32
.31
.32
.40

.28

- --
.28
.34
.29
.28
.34

.25

.25

.26

.36

.24

.24

.23

.21

.19

.28
.24

.22

.21

.31

.28

.23

.23
.16
.28

.22

.22.
.20
.23
.36
.23
.22

.23

.15

.20

.22

.17

.20

.24
011, ON, 00

.20

--
.19

, .26
, 15
---
.26

ea MO all

ow Ove

Owl as.

gm.

.18
'I

ON ON *0

wo Ow Oa



Table 6-C. Mean Occupatioh Scores, Cubans, by Region, SMSA, Sex and
Age, 1970, ^-"N

Area
Male Female

20-34 35-49 50-64 20-34 35-49 50-64

United States .40 .38 .36 44 .23 :18
Region

1 ' .38 .44 --- .27 .20 \--
2 .37 .34 .34 .25 .24 ° .18
3 .53 .41 ..... - .25 .28 .......
4 .40 .38 .36. .23 .20 .17
5 .43 .39 .44 .26 .28 ..26
6 --- .58 --- --- ....... - --
9 .40 .35 .28 .24 .27 .23

SMSA .,

Chicago .40 .41. .37 .26. .23 .20
Jersey City .3t .34 .213 .26 .23 .14
Los Angeles .40 .38 .30 .22 .21 ---
Miami .38 .38 .35 . .23 .19 .19
Nackrk .33 .34 .33 .23 .23 .......-

New York k .40 .34 .32 .25 .29 .17
. i'hi.ladelphia ......: --- --- --- --- --

Gs,



Table 6-D. Mean Occupation Scores, Indians,by Region, Sex and Age, 1970

Area 20-34
Male
35-49 50 -64 20.%34

Female
35-49 50-64

United. States .35 . 35 :33 .23 .22 .23
Region

J .42 .44 .28 .28 .26 - --
2. .36 .40 .34 .30 .28 .22
3 71 t .42 .38 .36 - .26 .32 .25
4 .36 .32 .30 .22 .19 .26
5 , .36 .35 .34 .25 .25 .22
6 . 36 .35 .32 .21 .22 .25
7 .36 .35 .32 .22 .20 .20
8 .35 .34 .34 .27 .21 .20
9 .34 .34 .34 .21 .20 .21

10 .32 , .34 .34 .22 .22 .25
,.1fore



Table 6-E. Mean Occupation Scores, Japanese, by Regions, SMSA Age
and Sex, 1970

Male Female
Area 20-34 35-49 50 -64'a 20-34 35-49 50-64

United States .49
Region

1

2 .60
3 - --
4 - --
5, . 57
6 - --
7 00 011 OM

8 .34'
9 .,47

10 .49

.49

...... ,

.55*
065.
00 00 00

.58
MO 40, 00

- -- ,....
.48
.48
.49

.41

- --
. 44
---
00 06 OM

.48
- --
00 0* 10

......
.39
.43

.35

. 3 3

.34
0 40 *
0 2 4 *

.39

.28
00 00 00

*
.32
.35
.36

.0.

.27

.30*

.2.9
.24
.21
'428*
.19
024*
.27

'.28
.24 4

.25

---
.38
........

---*
. 30
- --
I. 0. MO

- --
.24
.27,,,

SMSA
Bo6ton
Chicago
Honolulu
Los Angeles
New York
San Francisco
San Jose
Seattle

00 00 Oa

.52
.46
.49
. 50
.46
.53,
.46*

0.4 *0 00

.44

.47

.52

.50,

.52

.52.,x.
.57

00 00 00

.37
.42'
.35
00 40 00

.41,,

.4244

.44

00 00 00

.46
.32
.36
.45
.35
.41
.52;'

.wo or em

.39

.30

.24
Imo ow

.27

.24

.26

34
.22

22'
11. by NV

00 00 MI



Table 6-F. Mean Occupation Scores, phinese, by Region, SMSA, Age
and Sex, 1970

Area

United States
Region

1

2

3

4
5

6
7
8.

9
10

SMSA .

13oston
Chicago
Ijonolulu.
Los Angeles
New York
San Francisco
Sail Jose
Wash. , D. C.

4

Male : Female
20-34 35-49 50-64 20-34 .35-49 50 -64

.48# .46 .35 .36 .28 .24
*

.53 40 .27
*

.38
*

:30* Oa MI PI

.45 .36 .27,,, j .32 .26. .20

. 58 . .52 .48.. .39 .4544 .42*

. 53", .60* --- .40* - --

. 58 50... .35 .47 .42 . 5"

. 53 .44 - -- Ow IM P op. am PI
:

. 54.. --- OOp 51 - -- - --

. 51
410

-.MAW MI OW OW PI ... OF OM . SP

.45.,. .48 .37,, .34 .26 .23

. 38' .46* .28''' 39...,, ...... .....

omit

.48 .34* .i9* .27 am P. P. a* PP MO

. 58 .32 .26- .35 z5:::
Me on Pt

.48 .51 .49 .36 .33 .33

. 60 .44 .38 .40 -...,25
19*

. 38 .28 .. .24 x.30 .19 . .16
1.41 .42.,, .29 .32,,,. .25 .13 .

.49::, .63. --- i 3 5 '''. MO 00 .

.65 -,.... --- 47' NO 06 O.



Table 6-G. Meap Occupation Scores, Filipinos, by Region
1970

MSA, Age and Sex,

Area 20-34
Male
35-49 50-64 20-34

Femalf
35-49 50-64

United States
Region

2
3

5

9
10

SMSA
Chicago
Honolulu
Los Angeles
New York
San Francisco
Seattle

44.

61

66

62
37e,

46°

64
34
44
58
36,
394

.46

61

68''

68
39...

50'

64
*

36
45
---
44

.

'

24

31*

.71

33''.
23,
244.

4ND MO IIN

24
25*
34
29
26*

s.

36

48
47

.

48
28
27

46'

249
37
49
30
...MO...

30

43,
'?33'
45
27
19
*-

*
43
22
33
........

32
NV 0h 0.

28

ND OM .

lt '

.........

.
24
OW OW ON

OW WO IMO

19
-,."

31
;x

- --

tit

Ze>



Table 6-11°. Mean Occupation. Scores of Blacks by Region, SMSA, Age
and Sex, 1970 Di

Area
Male Female

20 -34 . 50-64 20-34 35-49 50 -,64

Unite,d States .33. .33
Region
1

**38 . 39
2 035 34
3, .33 , .33 0

4 .30 . 30
5 .34 .34
6 .32 . 33
7 .30 :34
9 .37 .37

SMSA
Chicago
Dallas
Detrojt
Los Angeles
Miami
Newark
`New York

. 35 34

.r 32
' .31 .36

. 36 .35

. 34*

.33
30

San rrancisco `c21` .40* . 36*
0 ,

Wash., D.C. , .35 , . 40

.29 .23 .20
*.... .29 .27

.30 .24 .23

.32 .26 .22

.26 .19 ,17

.32 .24 .20-

.28 , .20°- .16
28 .26 .20

.30 . 28 .21

.28

.30
30*

.32

.35
34*

. 51

.28 .26'
17* aeimo

p.25 .15
.28 .23
-1.-- .13t
.28* .20
.26 .23 .15
.25 .22
.28 --
.28' .21

.16

---
.2,1
.15

i .13
.20
.15
.16*
.16

.22



.
Table 7-A. Mean occupatttn scores, Mexicans, by Region, SMSA, Sex

and Education., 1970

Atea
Male Female

Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College
H.S. 12 12 1 or more H.S. 12 .12 1 o'r more

United Statvs..-
Region °

2

4
5 a

6
7
8

9
10

.. 29
. *

30*
.32
.23.

..31
.30
.33
.28
28

.21

...

. 37

- --

.37
.40
.38*
.31
.36

.51

. ,... .-

---
.45
.54
- -
.51"
.48
-_

.16

.25*
*

.23

.14*

.21

.14

.18

.14

.16
. 15

st

.23

.25
- --
.26
,24
.20
.24
.22
.15*.

.37 ,:*

- --
---

.42

.41
- --
- --
.33

SMS.ei.
Albuquerque .28' - -- --- .23* --_
Anahe MI. 30 . 37
Brownsville. .27 .35
Chicago .32 .39

° Corpus Christi 31 .40
DAllas
Denver

.31
.33

.36*-

.36
Detroit .32 .36'
El Paso , .33 .43*
.Fresno .20 , .28
Houston .32 .36.
Laredo A .25 39 I.
Los Angeles .30* .35'
New York n . 2 9 - - 7 *
Oxnard '.. 25 .37r,
Phoenix ' .., 28 '33581

Sacra':nent& ::1), .

San Anibnio,
San Bernardi'no
San Diego
San Francisco

,,Sa.n°,Tose, N.1.

Tucson

.84t

.2,6
:,''27

,.2.9
.32
.30

.40

. 34

.36
.33
.36.

.. 35

4

4.

*
.51 -.18 .24 ..35'
.57 .13 .26 .52
-.53 .21 .27, .31*
.46" 14 , .26* ---
--- .18 .24* __-
-- * .

. lc .28 ---*--%- .20 *. , .27 - --
. 52* .14 .20 .50*
---* 11 .17*
.51 .18 .25 .37
.53 15 .25 .48*
.51 .18 24 .36
--- - -- ---*--- . .13 .22* -,..._

--- :(1.14 .22* -..
--- .15 .24 -._

. 55 :26 .46*.48 .15 .21 :36

.44" .16 '-. 27

.44*' . 19 .23

.54k .17 .26
,, 45 - . 17 0.22

imo-re

.41



TaVe 7-13. Mean Occupation Scores,' Puerto Ricans, by Region,
SMSA, Sex and Education, 1970'

411( o

Area

United States
Region

1*

2
3

4
5
6

.9

SMSA1
'Chicago
Jersey. City
Los Angeles
Miami
Newark
New York`
Philadelphia

o Less than
S. 12

Male
H.S.
1Z

.28 .35.

:80 .34
.28 .35

. .26 . 34
.28 .40
.29 .36
.--.- -.- .:29 .'41

.t8 .36

.24 .36
30 .38

.17
, 32 - - -

.35
.28 .34

Fdmale
College Less than H., S. College
1 or more H.S. 12 12 1: or more

.51 .18 .25 .44

"17"11, . .21 .21 :

.51. .18. .25 .42
MI WO 00 * 12 3300 . 43
....... :15 ' I' PO

.36 .24 .26 .50
___ . .%1 _.- ..-

52 . ',. 17 .24 1 48
.-,

.47

- - -I
-.50

. 21 \.22

. 17 .19

.22 .34
21.1

. 18 .24

. 1§

7

N ^
8 .



Tab le.7-C. Mean Occupation Scores, Cubans, by Region, SMSA, Sex
and Education, 1970

Area
Male

Less than H.S.
H.S. l2: 12.

College
1 or. more

"Less than
H.S. 12

Female
H.S. College
12 1 or more

United States
Region

1

2
3.

4
5
6

9

SMSA
Chicago
Jersey City
Los Angeles
Miami
Newark
New York

*.`

.30.

.27

.28

.27
32

.28

. 30

.28 .

.30

.31

.32

.28 °

.36

OM WO 00

.34.

.34 _

.37

.39
4= 00 PO

.40

---
-34
.37
.37
.37
.34

0,

1

.52

0 5 3

.54

.62

.51
.58
.67
:40

.52
.50

--..
56

.

.16

.17

.12

.15
211
.......
.19

.22

.18

.5.4,

.14

.22"

.16

.23

.21

.22

.24

.23,,

.21
-
.23

.26

.27

.19
.20--
.26'

.34

1. NO

.42
1, 37'

.28

.44.
MI. 4= OW

.33

.24
.....,.

.28

.34
--MY

.43

V

,



Table 7-D. Mean Occupation Scores, Indians, by Regions, Sex and
Education, 1970

.4

Area Less than
H.S. 1,?..

Male
. H.S.

12
,College
.1 or more

Female
Legs than H.S. College
H.S. 12 12 - 1 or more

4,

United States .30 ' .35 .50 '. 17 .23 .38.
Region

1 .30 MO . OW .56 .10
,

.25 - .......

z .32 .40 .46 .19 .26 .50
3 .30 .39 :59 .19 .26 .57
4 '' .30 .36 .50 .16 .26 .40
5. .30 .37 .52 .20 .23 .40.
6 .30 .36 .49 .16 .22 .41

. 7,
8
9

.27'

.30
.29-

.34
.34
._34-

..54,'
. 60

...48

.17

.19

.17

.25

.26

.20

.30
.39
.34

10 .31 .32 .42 , .18 .24 .30



Table 7-E. Mga.n.,Occupation Scores, Japanese, by Region, SMSA, Education
and-Sex, 1970

Male Female .

Area ,Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College
H.S. 12 t 12 1 or more H.S. 12 12 1 or more

United States .33 .40 .58 .16 .25 .42
Region

1
c -.. ... m000 *-* .24

2
3 .

.--
0000-

.42*
0000-

.65

.76*
.18 .24 .44

*
.15* .23 .48* ..

4 . * 00 00 0e 9 6 6 * .16* .17*
.38*

5 ., .34 .43 .67 .19* :25 .44
6 820 081 ow ' 072* IMI 00 OS . 2 1

* .29*
8 00 00 00 .38* .44 0000 - .19 .40
9 .33 .41 .56 .16 .25 .43

10 OW 00 .01 037 .57 , 12* .25 29il

SMSA
Chicago .34* .37 .53 NV 401 00 9 3 2 .53.
Honolulu .37 .43 .56 .17 .26 .44
Los Angeles .30 , 39 .57 .12 .24 .42
New York ...--

* .3e* .57, 0000- . 26* .51/:
San Francisco .29 .37 :56 .11* .24 .41
San Jose -0000 43 .59 ....... ..22 .42
Seattle .40* .59 00 PM 19 .27 .46 ,--



Table 7-F. Mean Occupation Scores,. chinese,by Region, SMSA, Education
and Sex, 1970

United States
Region

1

2
3

5
6

8

9
10

.

.21

.18

.15*

.244.

.30'
18

.34

.25*
.27
... ..m,

SO OW SOS

*
.27

.61
.

.70

.6.5'

.68
0 7 1

.66

.13
*

.12

.11*

---
. .20

.28

ao

.28*

.31.31

.23*
".

WOOS - --- .59
..61*

-WOOS tWO .63
.26 .37 .57
.18* .52

SMSA
Boston .17. --- .57
Chicago .18 --- 0 6 3

. Honolulu .34 .46 .60
Los Angeles .24 .31 .65
New York 46 .25 .56
San Francisco 40 .35 .52
San Jose OW WS WO --- W 60
Wash. , D. C. WOOS- --- W 69

.13 .27

.17 .28

..10 .24

.10 .23

.12 .26

«46
*

.49

.46

. 53
50*

. 56*

.43,k

.60.

.42

.39*

.40

.47

. 51

.46

.41
.37
°. 40*
.55*

+43



Table 7 -G. Mean Occupati6n Scores, Filipinos, by Region, SMSA, Education
and Sex, 1970

Area
Male Female '

Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College
H.S. 12 12 for more H.S. 12 12 1 or more

Li
United States 24 34 56 18

Region
2 27 70 23
3 71 WO MO OM

23*5 ... ...,. 66
9 24 . 33 46 17

10 22 62* OM WO .

}SMSA
Chicago 7-- 59

1
65

Honolulu - , 26 37' 41 16
Los Angeles 22** 30 49 20*
New 'York 33 k MO OM lid 60
San Francisco 24 2$ 45 22
Seattle 25*

22 44

. 53
22* 52
--- 53
21 36

31

-- . 48
22* 33
21 41

54
23 37



Table 7-H. Mean Occupation Scores of Blacks, by Region, SMSA, Education
and Sex, 1970

Male Female
Area Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College

H.S. 12 12 1 or more H.S. 12 12 or mores

United States .28 .33 .49 .12 .22 .46
Region-

1 , .34* .36* ow ea it . 17 .28 - --
2 .28 .34 .52 .15 .26 .43
3 .29 .34 .49 .13 .23 .48
4 .26 .30 .51 .10 .18 .56
5 .30 .33 .47 .15 .22 .41
6 .28 .33 .56. .11 .16 .47*
7 .26 .29 --- . 1 5 .21 :46
9 .28 .36 .45 .15 .23 .38

it
SMSA

Chicago .30 .33 .51. .19. .25 .44
Dallis .28* 1100.1/0 .10 - -- am OM Oa

Detroit .30 .32 0 5 0* f 1 3 .27 .40
Los Angeles. .2,94, .34 .44 .15 .22 .38
Miami .27* ..... .... .08 .101111. -- .

,, 32*Newark .29 - -- .. 17 . 24* w M

New York .28 .36 .48 .15 .24 .38
Philadelphia .28 .324. '---* .16 .23 ---
San Francisco .32* .3CP .41 .13 --- .35*
Wash., D.C. .29 .36 '.56* .14 .27 .41

,



Table 8-A. Occupational Mobility of Mexicans, y Region, SMSA and
Sex, 1965-70

Area
Proportion Proportion of movers

mobile upwardly mobile
Female

United States .38 . 38 .59
Region i

2 .32 .38* . . .1

3 .29 .44*
4 .42 .46* .64*
5 .42 .44 .60
6 . 38 . 38 .59
7 '`.--d .34. .38- .61
8 .53 .41 .5
9 1 .38 , .37* ".6

10 .43 .28 .5

Male Female Male

0

SMSA *
Albuquerque .31 ?

Anaheim ' .38 i
Brownsville '. 40
Chicago .43 .38
Corpus Christi
Dallas
Denver
Detroit .
i. i Paso .35
F resno .33
Houston .44
Laredo .37
Los Angeles . 38
New York . 36
Oxnard .32
Phoenix .42 '
Sacramento . 39
San Antonio . 38
San Bernardino . 19
San Diego .40
San Francisco .41
San Jose .44
Tucson .38

I--.45
.32

. 31'

. 46

. 30*

.16*

.23

.44

.41

. 36

.35.
OM MI

. 32
.53
.22 *

.34

.30

.28

. 38

.45
.. 44*

.68

.55

.61

..50

. 57

. 55*

. 68*

. 55
t64
. 64
. 57
. 56

.51

OS Of MI

- --
.66
.47 *
.50*
.36
.52
---

.48

. 51

.48

. 38
*

OM all a

. 32
:38*
.39
.43*

. ;57
. w Oa Am

. 58* OW &A

. 73 .,54
*

.62* WI MN ON

. 56 .5.1,
;57"
.65 .31*
.59 .40

.38*
:67- rrr



Table 8-B. Occupational Mobility'of Puerto Ricans, by Region, SMSA and
Sex, 1965-70

Area
Proportion

mobile
Proportion of movers

upwardly mobile
Male Female Male Female

e .

United States
Region

1

2
3
4
5

9
,.

SMSA
Chicago
'Jersey City
Los Angeles
Miami i
Newark
New ,York
Philadelphia
San Francisco

.40
:t

.63'
0 3 9

.37

.39,
.42
'.44

`.51
.32
.38
.41*
.32
.38
.47

. .56*

.

ft

.35'

.. 48
032
.40*
.43 (
.44 I
.48

.40

.35*

.19*

.35
as. vs

.30
*.31

OW eV, IVO

.57

.62

.54
' 64
.91
.60

'. 60

.52*'

.43

OS MO

4

avO VS

.49

---
.48*
.39
- --
.46,
.55*

ar
.24

VS VS eV

MO VS MO

.46
OM MO Mb

Or.



'Table 8-C. Occupational Mobility of Cubans, by Region, SIVISA and Sex,
1965-70

Aiea
Proportion Proportion of movers

mobile upwardly mobile
Male. Female Male Female

United States
Region

1

3
4
5
6
9

. 52 .39 . .52 .48

,.55* Ili OD INF wit Ow 1101

.47 .38 .48 o: :54
.26 .29* .....

S ---
. 54 .37 -.56 .41
. 66,,A .48* 43 . ......
. 60 ..... ... -- ma

a 60 .40 .49 .67 .

SMSA.
*Chicago . 63 .47

Jersey City .56 .47
Los Angeles .59 s -51

Miami .50, .35
Newark .33''' .......

New York .43 .35

4ik

0

.46* ---*
. 51 .52yk
.54, .45

.59

. 52 .43



Table 8-D. Qccupational Mobility of Indians by Region and Sex, 19965-70

Area
Proportion Proportion of movers ,,

mobile .upwardly mobile
Male Female ". Male Female

United States . .44 .43 .59 .49
Region

1 .31 -- *MI

2 .25 .35* MI Oa We

3 }33 .25* floor.*

4 .28 .51 . 52* . 42*
5 .44 ..47 .61 . 58
6 e .47 .45 .65 .60
7 .59 ....., 55*
8, .49 .49 .68 . 58*
9 .46 .43 .50 .39

10 .54 ..39 .58



Table 8-E. Occupational Mobility of Japanese, by Regions, SMSA and
Sex, 1965-70

Area
Proportion Proportion of movers

mobile upwardly mobile
Male Female Male Fernale

United States
Region

2
3

.5
8

It 9
10

SMSA
Chicago
Honolulu
Los Angeles.
New York
San Francisco
San Jose
Seattle

0

.

.30

.42 .

NO AS ao

.29

.35*

.29

.31

.35

.25
.32
.31':,
.29
.50*
.31

#

.33

.39
* a

a 31
.20
.39"
.32
."-. 43

.33

.37.

.28

. 12

.30*

.35*

. 35

.

.58

.63*
--
.75*
---
.55

......73

Ile aa

.43
ala Oa Oa

.63*
;50*
-4000

.,

d

C

.47

- Oa O.

.....
- --
.46
.53

Mb of am

.49

.40
.00 an

tv

Oa Oa AM

Oa

a



. t
Table 8-F. Occup,tional Mobility of:Chinese, by Regiol?1, SMSA and

' Sex, 1965-70,C ..

Proportion Proportion a may
mil ar-cllyothio

Male ' Female Male Ft

Uhited tates .31 .29
. .Region.' c

1 .41 r ---
, .28 ,. SO

.23* ..-3 -...
5 . .34 '. 27*
6 .31* OM 10. ..0 4. .. _

9 . 33 . 30. .41
10 .44* ........r

SMSA
.

Boston ( .18:
Chicago .29
Honolulu- .38 .27
Los Angeles .30 .. 26
New l'irork A. .24 .24

. San Francisco .. 36* .21
tan Jose .29

2 .49
.43 -.40.1

Ne

e 6 * ow mil Ye C.

*
. 50

v
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Table 8-G. Occupational Mobility of. Filipinos, by Region, SMSA,
and Sex, 1970

Area

United ptate
Region

2
3,
5: 1

-9
.lo

.
SMSA

Chicago
1-lonolulu

'Los Angeles
New York .

San -Francisco
.. .

Proportion

Male Female

Proportion of movers
upwardly mobile

Male Female

.34.

.42*

.12
.50
NI
.39

*
. .18
.26
.55*
.21
.48

#

.

*

,

-
,..38

- *.48*
.30*
.47
.33
- --

*
.68

. .42
. 49,

. 39

-

<,

-

.52.

.58-$
;it

.52

,
NO
- -

41.

.64 '*
:41

IMO - Am

*
.43

.32

---
- mar

,

P =1

.

7:
.32

.;.27*
0.*

.35

4
0

I

a.

a



**able 8-H. Occupational Mobility of Blacks by Reg4ion, SMSA, and Sex,
1965-70

Area
Proportion PropOrtion of movers
mobile 'upwardly mobile.

Male Femalt Male Female

United States .36
4 Region

1 .37
2 .34
3 .37
4 .36

.38
6 .38
7. .33
9 .36

RASA
Chicago
Dallas
Detroit
Los. Angeles
Miami
NeV.rark
New York
Philadelphia
San Francisco

)Wash. , D.C.

3.3

. . 47
.32
. 30 .

33
. 38

.40
.32

. 59, .58

. 82 . 71*

. 62 . 64
. 56 . 57
. 54 J.55
,63. .59
.. 58 .58,E
. 54' . 68.
. 66 ' .'56

.42

. 50 .50
. 34 b. 38
.36* .371c

' . 38 .25
.42 .40
.28 .30
.29 .37
.30
. 34 ;31413

9 .J

61
MIN IMO M

.77 . 54.,

. 61 .57'

. 54 .65*
;60 . 58
. 50* . .70 7

IMP I=

. 61 . 37 .

sr



Table 9.A. Earnings in 1969 of Mexicans, by Region, SMSA, Age and Sex

Area
Proportion with earnings more than $3, 00

Male' F4male
35-4920.34

United States .70
Region

2 1.00*
4 .63

-5 `" .75
6,

10
. 62

7 . 77
8 63
.9 .76

10 J .62

SMSA
lbuquerque ---

Anaheim .83
Brownsville .52
Chicago .' .80
Corpus Christi .62
Dallas '.76
Denver .76
Detroit .92*
El Paso .81
Fresno .55'
Houston .75
Laredo. .37
Los AngeThs .79
Nest York .83.*
Oxnard .80
Phoenix .69

nSacramento , .77
San Antonio 72
San Bernardino ". 79
San Die-go
San Francisco

1San Jose

.68

.75
.82

Tucson .79

p

.79

1.'00
*

.61*

.88
:69
.93
s 83
.84
.60 *.

I

- --
.90
.t2

91:
.74
.85*

.83*

.88*

.50-64 )20-34 35-49 50-64

1---2A

.

.,

:68

---
.82
.54
.82*
.80:
.78
.76*

---
.79
.30
93*

.52

.-61*
---

.

.37

.69*
MI MI

. 30

.33

.42

.21*

. 0---
.27
.17
.54
.19*
.44 i
.39*

.41

---
- --
.60*
.32
. 52*
.38
.45
- --

--7,1,)
.44
.12
.67
'. 25*
---
- -- i

r

32

''.

`.-50*
18

---
---

'.42
,_-

---
---*
:18
-.....

1

..-...
. --- - -- ....- ---

.78
.46
.83
.51
.84*
.88
.72
.78*
.80
.79
.82
.80.
;93
.87
.88

.65 . 33 .32 .30
.50* .42* - --
.81 .18

0
.39 Oa AIM OR

. 32 #28 .30 .35*
-.80 .47 .48 .57
---
.65*

.5.9*

---
.75
.76
.79*
.80*
.89
.75*

---
.44*
.31
--_ v
.43
.39
.34
.,51
.54*
.30

0

---
4 NIP I= OW

.32*
--

.43

.38

.46*

.64
. *.50
---

- --..
---
- --
.22
-
.38*
.74*
---
---

10J

A
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L --- t 0.,.., ..._ .
. ...,

Thbre 9-B.. Earnings in 1969 of Puerto Ricans, by Region, SteiSA Age and Sex

Proportion with earnings of more than $3, 500
Area Male

20-34 .351149

United States
Region(

1

2
3
4

.76

.69
6 X6

.68

.61

. .

.85

.85

.85

.79*
82*

5 6 8 1 :90
9 .74 .89

SMSA
Cliicago .78 .86
Jersey City .81 :76*
Lo-s Angeles .94*
Newark A''''..'S.94 .70
New York .79 .83
Philadelphia .63 , .76*

50-64 20-34
Female
35-49

.74
7--

r .54 .62

- -- 29 - --
.73 .59 .65
.... Mb 50 .65**. 00 . 30* -.4 2*
.83* .42 .67*.

'.58 .44

$9

84
Mb WO M.

. 39*

. 54

WO 40 .

. 56

OD Mb 4611

.55

3,

66 1011 4161

.56

ti

rr'

A

.10



Table 9-C. Earnings in 1969 of Cubans, by Region, SMSA, Age and Sex

Area

or 4

Proportion with earnings of more than $3,500
Male Female

O

20-34 35-49 50-64 20-34 35-49 50-64

United State_ s
Region

2 .
.

3
4
5 .

9

.82'

.86
,...._

.80
1.00*
.74

.78

.80
.68*
.73
.83*
.85 -

.71

.70
Oa 410 IM1

.68

.71

.83*

.49

.54
101 OW ee

.45

. .1 am

. .50*

.
.54

.65
y

ma 1M I.

.43
.74*
.58

.45

i!
.37.
.61*
........

.

SMSA r

11.

;i:.79Chicago
.82*jerst4iy City

Los Angeles ci .79
Miami .74

NewarkON MI IMO

New York .77

4
, *.75* - -- OW 110 Om 060*

.57*.91 :90,,. ..55
.7,9 ---\ .76 .44 .43
.69* .59 .39 .39.
, 81 be ow OW . Oil MO .1 --- Or

.86 .82 .64 .61
I ,

AV'

to

1
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Table 9-D.. Earnings in 1969 of Indians, by Region, Age and Sex

Proportion with earnings of more than $3,500
Area Male Female

20-34 35-49 50:64 20-34 35-49 50-64

United States k . 62 .70 .60 .36 .42 .37
Region *

1 :81* .25
2 .58 .78; .84 .55* . 50
3 .81* .44* . 56*.71 ---
4 .53' .57 .34 .19 .33 .2.

O*
5 .69 .81 .78 ..40 .49. .42 .

6 .58 .67 - .55 .33 .39 .35 '
7 .76 .62 .55*

A

.25* --- Nr.-

8 "'r C'' .56 .57 .55
* .35 .36* .33*

9 N :65j .72 .75* ..44 .45 .36 7 r

10 .67 .82 .54 .34. '.18 .54*

I.

#



Table 9-E. Earnings in 1969 d Japanese, by Region, SMSA,. Age and Sex.
Proportion with earnings of more than 3,500

Area
20-34

Male
.45-49 50-64 20-34

-Female
35-49 50-64

United. Stateg
Region

2
3
4
6

11' 8
9

10

. SMSA.
Chicago
Honolulu
Los Angeles,
New -York
San Francisco
San Jose
Seattle

'

-.70

.8Q
._--

65

---
.72
.56 :

.452
,.. 76
.71
84 .

.68,.

.86;

.53

.83

.96

---
.90

.73*

.83
-.11

.78
.93
.74*
.93.

, . 89
.84
.96

-

.73

_.....-
- - --
.87.

-'7
-.72
.62

.88

.88

.59
---,
. 5,:,
.Q,
.78*

.57

.48*
_ - -
..- --
.52;

. 45*

.60

.48.48*

.-''
..62
.67
.70*-
.57*
.50
.8'O

.58
.

.57
t.484.*35
.63*

.47

.60

.58:

.7

.68
'1.62

.63,,
.e39:::
.40'

'

.60
*4

,i 72

---
.79*

.---
. 60 '.52*

.67"

.56

.71
MO SO ONO

.50
.01.1010

01114.



Table 9-F. Earnings in 1969 of Chinese, by Region, SMSA,, Age and Sex
uo.

Proportion with earnings of more than $3, 500
Area Male Female )20-34 35-49 50-64 20-34. 35-49 50-64

United States ..

Region
1

2
3

4
5
6 *

7
9

10
VI

sm4A
Boston
Chicago
Honolulu
Los Angelei
New York .

San Francisco
San Jose

.63'

.52

.68

.64
# 42*
.61
.61*
.39
.:65
.51*

.62

.64

.72

.67

.65

.62
--

..76
-

*
.70,
.74

.. 86,
.84
.81
.67
OM VOW

f . 78
.64*

.

.58*

.85

.94

.74

.64

.74

.88*

. 66

-_..
.42
.71-

.
---
.69

,..7r
.53*

*
.25-
.55*
.75
.64
.6'5
.68
.57

.50

39*
.48*
.58
---
.52

NO sio,all

. . 51
---

*.42*
.71
.57
..3?
.55
.52
......

.53

---
.57
.48* .

.46*
- --
- --
.52
I.. Mb ml

.. #.

.44*

.76

.52

.58

.53
AM. .f./

.45

- --
.40.
- --
00 MO IN#

---
---
.48
.. .. ..

NO Pe -
.. ...
.67

,.28*'
.46
.30
ml a#=1

E
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Table 9-G: Earnings in 1969 4ilipinos, by Region, SMSA, Age and Sex

Area 20-34
Male
35-49 50-64 20.-34

Female
35 -49 a0-64

United States
Region

2
3
5

9
10

71'

69
81
85
70*
75

83

74
11.

79
85

411

79

PO

Oar 01 go.

81*
80*
67

55

64
.61
66
47
35*

57 ,

67*
--
67*
58

0111

56

NO

- -7
59

SMSA
Chicago
Honolulu
Los,Angeles
New York
San Francisco
Seattle

72
84
70
83
75

1.

76
87
87

IM

78
ow fo

87
83*

MO

75*
8-4

63
44
62
86
54

*PO

48
63

OW WO MO

67
00 0* On

011,

38
OW 00

011,

Mt Of

aft



Table 9-1L Earnings in 1969 of Blacks, by Region, SMSA, Age and Sex

Area.
Proportion with earnings of m ore than $3, 500

Male Female
35-49 50 -64 . 20-34 35-49 50-64'

United States
Region

1

3
4
5
6

.7
9

20-34

.85

.75

.77

.66

. 68*
.77

.70
*

.87

SMSA
Chicago .. .8.3 .88 .97
D11as .74* ---
.Detroit .80 .92
Los Angeles . 7e) ' .67

'... 74 .69

.94* ...
;82 .84
.77 .74
.59 .50
.83 .. .87
.70' .54
.79 .73*

,.80 1 .90

/ Miami --- -
Newark .77 .91*
New York .77 .86,
Philadelphia .67. .87*
San Francisco .67 .....
Wash. , D. C. .74 .93

.43

*44
. 66
.53
.27
.47
.24
.59
.54

.6,8*

.36'

.43 .35

.82* .38*
.65 .59
.48 .38
.24 .18
.57 .52
.26 .20
.47 . 4.29
.50 .50

.66 .48*

.87 . 63

.81*
,

.50
---

. -
.94
.85

.77

.78

.73

.51*

.59

.76

.61*
.68*
.25,,
.,52
.67
.47

. 39*

00.00*

58*
.47

.61 .44



Table 10-A. Earnings in 1969 of Mexicans, by Region,. SMSA, Education
and Sex

r

Area
Proportion with earnings of more than $3,500

Male Female
Less. than H.S. College Less than H.§. ,College
H.S. 12 ,12 1. or more H.S. 12 12 or more`

United States
Region.2 j #

3
4
5

6
7
8
9

10

SMSA
Albuquerque
Anaheim
Brownsville
Chicago
Corpus Christi
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
El Paso
Fresno
Houston 01/4
Laredo
Los Angeles
New York
Oxnard
Phoenix
Sacramento
San Antonio
San Bernardino
San Diego
San Francisco
San Jose
Tucson

.70

00*
1.00
.54
.80
.59
.86
.78
.78
.60

.47
. 80
.42
.86
.63 .

.75

.76

.92

.70
55

.78

.33

.78*

.83
.71
.68
.77\
.73
.78
.7°0
.83
.81
.76

.80

00M

004500

.88

.74*

.88

.65

.84
NI me

.91

.69

.89

.70

.91;

.884

.91*

.64

.77

.54

.84'

.83*

.83

.88*
.78
.91
.77
.82
.92,

.80

I
IMO OE OE

.78

.78

.6'8
.81
OM AM

.93,*

.63

.71*
004.000

MOROI,

M.00

.88*

.82*

.7224

Me.**

410.00

MIMM

110 NO 10

.88

.79

.8300

.86'

.94"

F

. 28

MWM

.12
51

.17
..27*
.28
.36

c*

'.29
.05

.12

MI MI MI

.25

.29*

.36

.18

.41'

..33*
,. 32

WM NI INN "

.4

.58

.41

.24*

.48

.,74
400.MM

MMY

.55
1409,
.35'
.43
.51

*
.29
.31
.63*

011

.41*

.33
00 OM MR

.42

. 32

.57

:47
.56

4 38

.504
a

.63

OS MI W.

MI MI

.83*

.68

.58
an MP 04

NI OM NI

MI MI MI

42
MM.

MI MI OW

voem.

Oa Mr MI

63*
.62

as so

.83*

.50

ti
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tTable 10-14. Earnings' in 19
o

69 of Puerto Ricans, by Region, SIVISA, Edu.cation .

and Sex

Area

United States
Region

1

2
3
4
5

9

Proportion with earnings of more than $3, 500
Male Female

Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College
H;. S. 12 12 -1 or more H.S. 12 12 or more,

1

7\6

. 69
. 7t

.56
. 85
-.86

SUSA , ,,
Chicago .,80
Jersey City. . .75
Los Angeles .90
Newark .85...-
New .York .80

. Philadelphia .71

. 84

.78

. 85'1

. 86
4,78

*-
. 86

. 86

.84 .50

-- - .38
9 -.55

.0 MO NM

.46
.71* .38\

.50

1.1 00,

.80 .50

-.59 .78

s

1. Ow
11

.62 .89

.

.69*
65*

.43*

.60*

58*

.62 .66



'able 10-C., Earnings in 1.969 of Cubans, by Region, 'SMSA, Education
and Sex

Area

Proportion with. earnings of rix!ore thari,$3, 500 '
-Male

Less than H.S: College Less than H.S. College
H.S. 12 12 1 or more H. S.. 12. 12 1 or nokore

SMSA
Chicago'
Jersey City
Los Angeles
Miami
Newark
Ntw York,

United.States .71
'Regioxi.

2 .. 74
3 - --
4 j .66 '. *
5 .80
6 ..-.. \..

9 / . 86 ..

.74*

.88
.,65
.. 60
.76*
.74

g

.82

.84

.81
1

.85

4,88*
.88
.82*.82

d 494
.84

.68

.....

.89

.76 .
- --
.96

-. *

.40

.53_

:27
.57*

.62*

.7.5
.39
.36
.29
4. 48
.52

.

--

;58

.60

.58.
1444,04.

50

;62
*

.62,'

.4,4*'
.4

.38
- --
.76

.61

.77 .

53*
.82 .

52

....-
410 mi.*

.56
NM Im OM '
.. 74

c.

I

4

I



Table 10-D. Ear 'Jigs iii .1969 of Indians, by Region, Educp.tion and Sex

Vroportion with earnings of more than $3, 500
Male Female

Area \Les,s,'than H.S. College L'etas fhan H.S. College
\H.& 12 1 or more H.S. 12 12 1 or more

United States
Region

1.

2
3
4
5 .73.

6 ' .53
7 .51 .

8 .52

.75
'

-

.71,.

. ',.

.26

.79 .81- 44
.35

- -- .78* .25*
.76 :60* .21
82 .63 .3/

s 70 .68 ^ .22
.',81*' ---
64 .59 .26

.41_ .58

, .

.59 ..--

.50*. - --
.15 , 53
.50. .55
.38* .62
.

. 4346 i -4-5*
9 .62 . 74 . 29- .46* l' .58*

10 ,.'68 ,.. 81 .33 .43 .58

1.1



.(

Table 10-E. Earnings in 1969 of Japanese, by Region, SMSA, Education
and Sex

Area

Proportion

Less than A. S.
H.S. 12 12

with earnings of more than $3,500'
Female

United States
Region

2
3

5
8
9

10

.77 .77

.68,

. 78*
- --
. 88
. 71.*
.78
65.

SMSA
Boston
Chicago
Honolulu
Los Angeles
New York
S,an Francisco
San Jose
Seattle

51

.73

.89

.66

.82*
.75 .70.

.76*

.82*

.11.

1.90*
. 92

p.82
.56*
.75

College 'Less than H.S.
r more H.S. 12 12

.76 .62 ; .62

.41
*

.57 .65
.38 . 0. 1. 10

667*
NM N. A.

.47

.63

.42* ..

6526*

.64 .63

'College
or more

. .63, ,

*
.94
.72
.79
.78
.91
.78

88
.76

MI%

.48
.50 .69
.52 .66

. ow

.53*

Mort

NI.

. 60-. 50

355
47*

.54*

on .
. 73*
. 66

69
.81*
.62
.59*
.69*

2



Table 10-F. Earnings in 1969.0
Sec

0
mes.e, .by Region, SMSA, Education and

on with earnings of more than $3, 500
le . Females College Less than H. .S. Collbge

1 or more H.S. 12 12 1 or. more/2
72. ..73 _. .31 .61 .518

, .
*

United St 4es
Region

2
3
4
5.

6

9
10

SMSA
Boston.
Chicago
Honolulu
Los Angeles
New Yoy
San Francisco
San Jose

--- 4 69 - -- ". -4.r . .44
-.60.. .83 .35 .67 - ;.61
--- .$0 - -- IMO . MI ..66
...... .78* .

OW i . . Oil Me Mange wl,

* *. 55 :73 . - .43. .58- --- --
.65* ....... ' ... . :-.

k... - - . . 45 OM MI OM ,
. 1 ".

'. 478 ..' :75 ..30 62 .57.,
4 . 59 --- .*

Ims INO OW ,,- ...... ---

44 *10

.87*
.81 .87

.62
. 71
.77

. 61
..64
:77
. 75
.72
. 70
. 73*

. 32*

.40*

. 61

. 17

.44.

.27

WO Ole swil

.61*
.73 .61
. 55* .53
. 58 .65
. 58 .59

4110 .1. MO
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4 Table Earnings in 1969 of Filipinos, Vy Region, SMSA, Education
and Sex

$ Proporlion with earnings of more than $3, 500
Area

Less than
H: S. -12

Male
H.S.
12

A

College
1 or more

Female
Letstha,n, H.S.
H.S. 12 12

College
1 Or more

United States
Region

2
3
5

9
10,

SMSA
Chicago
Honolulu
Los Angeles
New York
San Francisco
Seattle

77

47*

80.*
67

- --
86
75*
..--
77
73 -)

80

a

81
dm *a

---
89
18

1m A.. MO

83
- --

75

78
85

_82
72
85*

73
78
80,
88
73

00000

.

44 -
*-

-33

---
---
47

3L
-r-P
---
44

*

46

al me kl

---
0a 0.

45
___

---
58
r -
45

6.
,

69
58
69
60
50*

65
50

67

1.0



Table 10-H. Earnings in 1969 of Blacks, by Regiot, SMSA, Ethicatio
?and Sex x

A .

Area

Proportion with earnings o,f rnor an $3, 500
ivIale Female

Less, than H. S.
H. S. 12 12

College
1 or mo

L s than H. S..> Opllege
H.S. 12 12 1 or. more

Uriited States . 66 .77 .84 .25 .49 . .73
/Region

2 "':84 .82 -
;73 .79
.48 .70

5 .82 .79 `.
6 . 60 *. 73

..64 .7 77*.

9 . .81 .81

SMSA.
Chicago
Dallas.
Deiroit
Los Angeles.

Newark
New York
Philadelphia
San Francisco
Wash., D.C.

.90*, .80

. 64 .........

. 86 .84
. . 69 .71

. 72* ... 00 .11

. 83 .88*

..84 , .80

. 75 .84

. 94* .81*

. 78 , .85

. 1 f =MN . 35* .61*
. .88 .55 .68 .74

.., .85 . 32 .57, 1 70
.81 .11 '. 29 .72
. 88 . 41 .54 . 74
.76 .10 .23 .72-
..... .33 , . 56 ---
.79 .1-9 - .60 .78

MO Ole MO

.. 91 .4i3 :72 .75
.15*....... .. --

.9.1* .44 .61
.34*

---
.84 .48 .83

. 1 6
* ..._

_ ... _ . .52 .74* - --
.94 .61 .69 .79
.... .32 .62 .. . _
... _ ....... ........

.82* .46 .65 .88*

I

4

1 1

r

.



Table 11-A: Weeks Worked and Earnings in.19.69 for Mexicans, by Region,
SMSA and Sex

Area

Proportion who Proportion with earnings of more than $3, 500
worked 48-52 worked. 4,

weeks Less than 48 weeks 48-52 weeks
- .Male Female Male Female.. Male Female

UnttOdStates
Region

2 .

3
4 ,.

5

6
7
8 ,

9 : .
.

10

SMSA
Albuquerque
Anaheim
Brownsville
Chicago
Corpus Christi
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
El Paso
Fresno
Houston
Laredo'
Los Angeles
New York
Oxna.rd .

Phoenix
Sacramento
San Antonio
San Bernardino
Sin Diego
San Frantisco
San Jose
Tucson

7

'''

,

. 76

.87

.86

.64

.78

.79

.82
,77
.. 73
.63

.77

.78

.70

.78

.82

. 79
.76
.78
.85
.61
.83
.64
i 75
.77.
.75
.79
.74
.82
.76

'.. 76
.71
.. 75
.82

e

.46

.55

.46*,
.32
.49
.51
.55
.42
.43
.28

.41*

.38
;43
..64
.53
.44
.41
.54
.58
.25
.48
.52

, .51*
56

.26

.36

.21

.52

.41

.48

.49
.35
.41

..

.

. `

'.52

.46
.

---
.29*
.56
.31
- --
.38.
.. 54
.26*

.69

.25

.63

.30*

.41*
....

.1001000

. 43*

.47

.37

.24

.62
.....
.42**
.46

110611111m

.41
.60

.69

.6 (-)31**.44

%

'.22

.18.

---
- --
---
._30
.13

,
*.06 .

.03,
,20*
.06

VI OR OM

.15.

.09
.25
......
.05*

- --
.001110

.06*.

.09

.14
.26
- --

*.18
.16
lb* MI NM

.18

.24

.06

.34
.
......

.

.

x%

.82
A.

1 00
.97
.80
.90
.70
.88,
.85

.., '. 88
.79

*
79

.92 '

.56

.94

.74.

.86
. 90

.82
.66
.88
.49
.90
.91
.83
.79
088
.82
.87
.814

.91

.89

.

a

,

. 56

.80
- --
11011.110

.76.
.41
.51
.67
.66
ANIUMII

,

---

.56

.23

.79

.35*
75

6000.

. 59
*

.40*

.55

.59

.43
.68
0111.

*.55
40. . .
.54
.58
.64
.83
.71
.67



Table 11-B. Weeks Worked and Earnings in 196.9 for Puerto Ricans, by
Regibn, SMSA and Sex

Area

Proportion. who
,worked 48-52

weeks

Ma-le Female

Proportion with earnings of m-orethan $3, 500
worked

Less than 48 weeks 1 48-52 weeks;

Male Female ' Male , Female.

United States
Region

1

2 .

3 /
4
5
6 ,
9

10

SMSA
Chicago
Jersey City .

Los Angeles
Miami

, Newark
New'York
Philadelphia
San Francisco

, .78

.76
.78
.81
.75 ,

.79

.87
A.

.80

.79

, .83
.68
.71,,,t
.73
.76
.78'
.70
.70

=

.

.56

. 43
.58
.63

.48
.50

OM OM 00

.49
---

.57

.30
*.44

.54*

.46*

.58

.47 4

.58*

..%.4

4

'

.55 '

.62*

.55

.47*
---
.65
- --
.59*
- --

.76*

.67*-
lag AO Mil

OM

41

.40

.33

11.11
.41
.25*

. .06*
...21
---
.21 *

- .

- --

.43*

.39
ON Ow ON

.30
NO dal

1110 dal O.

.8-7

.78

.88
,

.80.

.80
.90

.85.
ea . m.

.86

.83
;93*
.90
.89
.87
.82

.
.76 '.

*
65

.77

.76

.70*

.71

.8.401 OM

.81
,m/ do. Os

.

---

.74

1

s
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Table 11-C. Weeks: Worked and Earnings in 1969 for Cubans, by Region,
SMSA and SeX

Area

Proportion who Proportion with earnings of more than $3, 500\
worked 48-52 worked

e
weeks Less than 48.weeks 48-52 weeks '

Male Female Male Ferhale Male Female

United States
Region

1

2
3

4
5

'6 .

9

SMSA
Chicago,
Jersey City
Los Angeles
Miami
Newark
New Ybrk

,,

.

ter

.78

.86*

.78

.90
.77
.754,

..96.1.
.78

.82
.81

..71
.75
.76
.81

. . 54

.62*

.55
*.59 ,

.53
.53
- --
.58

.56

.53

.42

.54
--f- .53

.59

.49

4--

.52

.42
en 00 40

00 04 04

*.52

....-
*

.65*
.54
.34
---

, .67

.21;

MI 00 Oa

.29-..
.18
0 1.1 *
00001.

.15*

-INN..

.20**

.21

.21
---
.44

.

a

.86

* 78*
.88
* 7 9
.83
* 9 0

091*
.92

088
.96 :

.88

.80

.93*

.89

.

.70

.....

. 81*

.71,

.62
.83.83*
......
.76

.77*
.70
.61
.53
OM 00 .

.82

110
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Table 11-D.. 'Weeks 'Worked and Earnings in 1969 for Indians, by Region
and.Sex

Area

Proportion who Proportion with earnings of more than $3, 500
-worked 48-52 worked

weeks Less than weeks 148-52 weeks

Male Female Male Female Male
,;Female

United States' .63 .44 .40 . 1'8 .76 .58'
Region

1 .64-
i,

.31 -1-4
*.24 *

485 ---
2 % .66' .50 3.52' *.25* .82 .74
3 .71 .54 .58* .12 4 .80 .66
4 .67 .44 .22 .16 .61 .33
5 .72 .45 .52 4, 20 .82 - .64
6 .64 .49 .2,9 . 12 .75 .52
7 .68 .32: .50** .14* .74 , .59*
8 .54 .41 i .25 .17 .71 .. 6/
9 .61 .46 .48 .26 .79 ..62

10 .51 .32 .56 .19 .80 74



Table 11-E. Weeks Worked and Earnings in 1969 for Japane$e, by Region,
SMSA and Sex

Area

Proportion who Proportipn,rith_earninge_of_more-the.h.
worked 48-52

weeks Less than

Male Female Male

$3, 500
worked

48 weeks 48-52 weeks

Female Male Female

.32 .81 .72
.

... .71

.20. -.92* .79
.25*, 1,00* .7*
..... ... ... el 8 3 .38**
.29 .89 .81

*77* .78
NE OW .53* .

3 .77 .53
.35 .81 72
.37 .67 .68

..... .....- IMP .

.37* .78 .81
- -- .80* .....-
.31. .90 .74
.38 .74 ./9
. 87* . 9 3 . 67*

Pm Om 1-1111.8 . 72*
.32 .80 .70
-WOO . 82 .78
ow .1 .84 .78*
--- ---

United States
Region ,

1

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10

SMSA
Boston
Chicago
Denver
Honolulu
'Los Angeles
New York
San Diego
San Francisco
San Jose
Seattle
Wash. , D. C.

.85

.80

.83

.88
'1" .80

.80
.79
.69
.72
.85
.78

.62

.80

.77

.88
i .84

.73,
.82
.81
.83
.78 *.71

.63
. .48

.62

.47

.,54

.58

.68*

.35

.59

.66

.54.

.47

.55'97*

.72

.62

.59

.32

.63

.57
: 6 O*
.58

't

.52

j': --*
.62
---,
00 P. ON

.45*,

Me

.54.

.52*

--- .
....-
- .....

.56
.45
- --
......

*.52
---

. - --
---



Table 11-F. Weekd Worked and Earnings in 1969 for Chinese, By Region,
SMSA and Sex

Proportion who Proportion with earnings of more than $3, 50p
worked 48-52 worked

Area ; weeks Less than 48 weeks 48-52 weeks

Male m a e Male' Female 'Male Female
. .

,
United States .71 I .55 .. .39 .31. .78 .65

Region - - * '' ,
I .60 l' .39 .3.0* ;41 *67 .47

*

2 .67 .55 .42 .34:* .80 .65
N
1.

3 ., .76 .57 ° - --.... .42 . 85 .57
4 .

". 79 .44 ........ ...... 65 ,

5 .65. '. 46 .40* .36' - . .78-.
6 .69 .58* ---(.I .--- . .65 .......

7 .62° .60* ....... - -- .76.* - --
8 .64* ..... ........ '. 59* ---,-
9 6 .56 .40 .28 ..79 .67

10 . 47* .70*.61 .62 ......... .65

SMSA.
Boston . .64 . .49 . .29* ;63 .50
Chicago .74 .61 .48* .40* .78 .64
Honolulu / .86 70 .48* .26 .88 .84
Los Angeles .75 .

.

.50 .35 .26 .80 . .58
Ne-York .76 .58 .41 .38 .73 .66
San Francisco .74 .60 .41 .22 .77 .66
San Jose .75 .42* --- . 00 111 '', .76 , -1 --
Seattle .64* . .52* - ..... .76* 4., Ake OW

Wash. , D. C. .85 .52 --- ON WO 1:11 - --
9-

.

I2
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Table 11-0. Weeks Worked and Earnings in 1969 ?or Filipinds, by. Region.
SMSA and Sex .

Area'

Proportion who :. Proportion ' earnings of more than $3, 500
worked 46-52 . worked ,

weeks Less than 48 weeks 48-52 weeks

Male Female Male Female Male Female

United States
Region

1

2
3
4 ,,jt

9
.

10

SMSA
Chicago
Honolulu
Los Angeles
New York. .

San Diego
San Francisco
Seattle

.

i,

.76

.76.

.77
.83
.78
.74
. 75
. 78

.70

.90

.76

.66

.84
.72
.74

-

'

. 51

*
.60
.45
.51
. 53 *

.54

. 54

.32

.66

.62
.4Q
.67
.52
.574,
.65

.48

.... -

.44
---

d *
' .67
'.46
---

.54*

.60

.48

.75
--- ,
.51

.36

.55

.38

.44

.27*

. 2 4

.25*
.13
.46
...M
.......

.28
---

..t

.87

......
.. 8.1
.86

.88

.89
.81

.92
-.90
.92 .

Ii 92

.84

.94'

4

Ai

.75

SO

.80
.72 ..

IN*

.86

.. 72
.. .. ...

.90

.63

.87
94
11111,111%

.82
....,...

q

4

1.2



Table 1141. Weeks Worked and Earnings in 1969 for Blacks, by Region,
SMSA and Sex

,Proportion who
worked 48-52

weeks

Proportion with earnings of more than $3, 500
worked

Less, than 48 weeks. 48-52 weeks
Male. Female Male Female Male Female

6
7
9

S/VIS.A.

Chicago
Dallas
Detroit
Los Angeles
Miami
Newark
New York
Philadelphia
San Francisco
Wash. , D. C.

.76 .54 .46 .28 .79 .52
. *.83 52 .'50 .98 .64

.79 .61 .67 .41 .89 .78

.82 .*62 .40 .30 .84 .58
'.71 .50 .34 .20 .64 .28
.78 .54 . 60 .34 .88 .66
.73 .53 .38 .17 .73. .30
.83 .53 - -- . 25 .77 .64
.74 .49 .59 .36 .90 , .68

.78 .61 .74 ' .47 .94 .75*

.76 e. 55, ....... .---- '.82 , .44

.69 .57 ' .70 .42 . .92. .69

.73 .60 .56, .48 .84
*

.69*
.78 .50 AM =0 M. Of OM AM . 6 8 .50
.74 .60 .76* *.47 .89 .68
.82 :66 .64 .48 .90 .79
.68 .54 , .68 .29* .86 '. 62*
.61 .52 ..,.... .35 .97 .65
.81 .70 .55* .39 .88 .72

123



Table 12-A. Employment of Mexicans in Selected Industries, Regions
and s, by Sex, 1970* -

S.PE All employed Percent employed in
and Agric. , Prdf. Pub.
area N Pct, forestry const. Mfg. Trade services adm.

Male .

United. States 8501 100.0. 5 12.'1 29.4 16.6 5.5 5.8
Region

P 662 100.0 3.0 5.9 63.4 11.3 3.2 1.2
6 3114 100.0 12.5 16.1 17.5 19.5 6.7 8.4
7 . 115 100.0 4.3 4.3 39.1 13.9 5.2' 04,3
8 252. 100.0 12.7 9.9 28.2 11.9 7.1 9.9
9 4070 100.0 113k,-4 10.8 32.8. 15.8 4.7 4. 4

10 108 100.0 41.7 5.6 25.9 9.3 a 3:.7 2.8

SMSA
Anaheim 196 100.0 7.1 18.4 34.2 15.3 5.1 6.1
Brownsville . 349 100.0 23.8 9.5 11.7 23.8 7.2 4.3
Chicago 365 100.0 .8 2.7 59.2 13.2 3.8 2.5
Corpus Christi 185 100.0 7.6 21.6 12.4 21.6 5.9 .11.4
DLllas 124 100.0 6.5 22.6 25.8 18.5 3.2
El Paso 284 100.0 3.2 18.3 25.0 21.1 4.6 12.0
Fresno 149 100.0 49.0 3.4 20.1 .11.4 4.0 2.0
Houston 2Z9 100.0 2.0 17.1 28.8 20.7 3.7 3.7
Laredo 29% 100.0 27.5' 13.4 .6.9 15.5 7. 6~ 4.8
Los Angeles 1717 100.0 2.6 10.5 43.6 18.1 3.9 3.0
Oxnard 112 100.0 28.6 11.6 24.1 18.8 3.6 5.4
Phoenix 171 100.0 22.2 11.7 20.5 22.8 2.9 6.4
San Antonio 483 100.0 1.9 17.2 15.9 19.7 -6.6. 21.5
San Bernardino gn 100.0 17.0 9.2 23.6 1g.,8 7.0 7.0
San Diego 170 100.0 13.5 lt.6 15.3 18.8 2.9 9.4
San Francisco 252 100.0 6.3 10.3 35.3 14.7 6.3 5.6
San Jose 203 100.0 3.4 14:8 39.4 15.3 5.9 5.9
Tucson 109 100.0 5.5 17.4. 6.4 18.3 6.4 8.3

Female
United State6 6286 100.0 8.3 . 7 27.3 22.7 16.6 3.1
Region

5 411 100.0 1.9 .7 47.0 17.8 15.8 1.5
6 2222 100.0 6.9 .8 18.3 24.9 18.8 4.5
8 158 100.0 2.5 .6 17.1 29.7 19.6 2.5
9 3170 100.0 9.9 .6 32.2 21.2 14.7 2.3

a

12.4



Table 12-A. Continued

SMSA

d4

Anaheim 138 100.0 4..3 1.4 34.8 23.9 14.5 2.9
Brownsville 349 100.0 18.0 . 7 13.2 31.2 20.7. 1.0
Chicago 204 100.0 .5 --- 63.2 13.7 9.8 1.5
Corpus Christi 185 100.0 2.0 8.8 24.5 18.6 2.9
El Paso . 284 100.0 -- .4 33.7 22.5 19.0 - 3.5
Fresno 121 100.0 34.7 14. 9 23.1 15.7
Houston 205 100.0 2,-0 2.4 19.0 29.3 22.0

. . 5
Laredo 291 100.0 11.3 , 5 3.2 33.3 23.7 4.3
Los Angeles 1379- 100.0 1.2 . 3 46.6 18.2 11.5 2.5
Phoenix 171 100.0 10.0 1.7 33.3 16.7 20.0 2.6

. San Antonio 377 ' 100.0 1.6 1. I 18.6 27.9 2:1.5, 8.2
San Bernardino 202 100.0 11.4 25.2 21.3 18.8 4.0
Sap Diego 170 100.0 7.8 1. 9 18.8 23.4 10.4 5.8
San, Francisco 192 100.0 4.2 1.0 24.5 22.4 16.1 4.2
San Jose 162 100.0 6.2 . 6 46. 9 14.2 11.'7 1.2
Tucson 109 '100.0 ---v 16.4 41.1 21.9

*Regions and SMSA's with 100 or more persons



Table 12-B. . Employment of Puerto Ricans in Se ected Industries,
Regions and SMSAts, by Sex, 1970

Sex
and .

area

All employed Percent employed in
Agric. , Prof. '

No. Pct, forestry eonst. Mfg. Trade services
Pub.
adm.

Male
United States 2702 100,0 2.2 4.2. 41.7 18.7 6.1 3.9
Region

1 119 100,0 4.2 7.6 56.3 13.4 3.4 2.5
2 1968 100.0 1.4 3.6 38.0 20.4 '6.6 4.2
3 101 100.0 5.9 7.9 45.5 16-8 5.0 4.0
5 284 100.0 1.4- 1.8 71.5 , 12.0 3.2 1.1
9 132 100.0 5.3 9.8 31.8 12.1 6.1 7.6

SMSA
/91Chicaio 100.0 -- 2.1 71.7 10.5 1.0 1.6

New York 1626 100.0 . 6 3.1 32.8 2Z. 3 9.0' 4.2

Female
United States 1882 100.0 . 6 . 5 49.1 14.8 16.0 3.3
Region j

2 1344 100.0 .3 .5 51.2 13.3 16.5 3.2.
5 172 100.0 -.- - -- 59.9 19.2. 9.3 1.7
9 111 100.0 1.8 --- 32.4 18.9 13.5 3.6

SMSA
Chicago 113 100.0 73.5 11.5 8.0 1.8
New York 1087 100.0 . 1 . 3 50.8 12..1 16.5 1.5

Regions and SMSA's with 100 or more persons



Tabl 12-C. Employment of Cubans in Selected Ixdustries, Regions and
SMSA's, by Sex, 1970*

Sex
and
area

Percent employed in
Agric. , Prof., Pub.

No. Pct. forestry. Const. Mfg. Trade services adm.

Male
United States 1323 100.0 1.2 6. 9 34.5 22.0 9.4 2.3
Region

2 397 100.0 Mlf 4.1 4.3 37.5 20.4 9.8 1.8
4 613 100.0 1.8 10.8 30.7 24.5 7.3 2.1
9 129 100.0 3.1 1.6. 39.5 17.1 8.5 2.3

SMSA v

Jersey City 101 100.0 4.0 57.4 12. 9 5.0
Los Angeles 107 100.0 1.9 1.9 43.0 22.4 4.7 1.9
Miami 539 100.0 2.2 9.5 30.6 25.4 8.3 . 7
New York 240 100.0 5.4 22.5 29.6 8,8 2.1

Female
United States 1193 100,0 . 3 50.i1. 15.2 13.5 1.1
Region

2 342 100.0 --- - -- 55.3 9.4 14.9 1.2
4 571 100.0 .4 50.1 19.4 9.5. .5
9 105 100.0 1.0 49.5 9.5 15.2 1.9

SMSA
Miami 515 100.0 .8 1.0 50.5 15.5 11.1 .4
New York 205 100.0 - -- Oa 46.8 14.6 20.0 1.0

*Regions aneSMSA's with 100 or more persons

12?



Table 12-D. Employment of Indians in Selected Industries, by Region
and Sex, 1970*

All employed
Agric. ,

forestry,
mining

Pct. Const.

Sex
and
area

No.

Male
United States 2690
Region

2 126.
3 79
4 246

302
6 638
7 98
8 279
9 621

10 256

Female
United States 2247
Region

2 91
3 77
4 220
5 255
6 526
7 76
8 233
9 515

10 217

100; 0 14.2

100.0
100.0
160.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

5.6
3.8

22.8
3.7

14.4
8.2

24.3
13.8
19.5

14.6

19.0
22.8
22.0
10,6
17.9
15.3
14.7
10.5
6: 6

100.0 4.8 0.6

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

3.3
2.6

10.9

2.7
1.3
4.7
4.9
7.8

1.1
2.6
0.9
O. 0
0. 6
0.0
0.9
0.0
1.4

Business,
repair,

personal,
Trans., and

Mfg.
Comm- Trade recrea.Prof,

uric. finance ser. ser.
Pub.
adm.

25.2 8.4 11.8 6.1 9.9 9.9

25.4 12.7 18.3 7.2 6,3 5.6
26.6 2.5 16.5 5.. 1 12.7 10.1
26.8 3.3 10.6 4.4 7.7 2.4
43.0 7.9 12.3 4.9 11.3 6.3
20.5 9.7 13.0 8.9 11.0
29.6 12.2 12.2 5. / 12.2 5.1
12.9. 7.2 6.5 6.5 11.'5 16.5
23.5 8.9 12.9 (1). 0 10.8 10.6
26.6 9.4 8.2 5.8 8.6 13.3

21.1 2.4 21.7 15.3 27.7 6.6

19.8 19.8 17.6 29.7 6.6
22.1 2.6 18.2 13.0 23.4 15.6
38.2 0.9 16.8 9. 6 20.0 2.7
28.2 2.0 18.0 14.5 22.0 3.5
21.9 1.9 28.1 15.9 28.5 5.5
18.4 1.3 25.0 17.1 27.6 9.2
9.4 3.0 17.6 13.3 40.3 10.7

15.5 2.1 22.7 20.6 27.2 7.0
19.8 5.1 10.5 10.2 27.2 8.3

*Regions with 100 or more persons
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Table 12-E. tEMployment of Japanese in Selected Industries, Regions
and SNISArs, by Sex, 1970*

Sex
and
area

All employed

No.. ''Pct.

Percent employed in
Agric. Prof. Pub.

forestry Const. Trade Mfg. services adm.

Male
United States; 4820 100.0 16.5 8.8 20.0 16.5. 13.7 10.5
Region

2 123 100.0 1.6 1.6 281 5 20.3 21.1 3.3
5 178 100.0 .6 02.8 21.3 28.7 24.2 2.2
9 2164 100.0 11.1 10.3 20.2 15.4 11.1. 11.7

10 136 100.0 18.4 3.7 19.1 14.0 16.9 8.1

SMSA
Chicago - 131 100.0 2.3 .8 16.8 31.3 16.0 2.3
Honolulu 11.21 100.0 4.8 16.1 18.3 13.7 9.6 15.0
Los Angeles 542 100.0 15.1 1.5 29.0 22.1 11.6 4.4
San Francisco 173) 100.0 13.3 2.9 23.1 43.3 17.9 12.1

Female
United States 3039 100.0 2.6 1.1 23.8 15.3 28.2 6.4
Region

2 129 100.0 .8 41.6 23.3 24.0 2`0.9 7.0
5 185 100.0 1.1 5. 22.7 21.6 31.9 2.7
9 2226 100.0 2.8 '1.3 23.8 13.5 28.8 6.8

10 158 100.0 4.4 low Plf Z3.4 15.8 22.8 5.7

SMSA
Chicago 121 100.0 .8 00 am* 18.2 27.3 31.4 2.5
Honolulu 1079 1 0.0 1.8 2.0 28.9. 9.9 25.1 9.0
Los Angeles 467 .0 1.5 1.3 21.4 19.7 27.2 4.5
San Francisco 187 100. .2 .5 21.4 8.6 25.7 7.0

Regioni and SMSA.'s with 100 or more persons



Table 12-F. Employment of Chinese in Selected Indugtries, Regions and
SMSA'a, ¶by Sex,

Sex All employed
and
area No. ,

Male
United States 2422
Region

2 502
5, 216
9 1244

SMSA
Chicago
Honolulu 268
Los Angeles 23
New York
San Francisco 486

Female
United States 1765#
Region

2 309.
5

.
150

9
.

.1008

SMSA.
Honolulu . 229
Los Angeles 160
New York 268
San Francisco 402

Percent employed in

1970*

Prof,. Pub.
Pct. Const. MI :. Trade services adm.

100.0 4.5 14.3 33.4 18.7 8.3

100.0 2.4 13.9 39.6 15.9 3.4
100.0 4. a 19.9 25.5 36.6 2.8
100.0 5.7 13.7 45.8 -13,7 11.8

100.0 2.9 124.4 46.7 21.9 1.0
100..0 7.8 11.2 14.6 14.2 20.5
100.0 3.8 20.5 33.5 18.4 4.2
100.0 .9 '12.3 45.0 10.1 5.0
100.0 2.5 '9.9 43.2 .13.2 8.0

.100.0 .7 22.2 21.4 28.3 5.2
.

100.0 .3 38.8 16.5 20,7 1.9
100.0 .7 18.0 17.3 46.0 .2
100.0 ' .7 20.0 23.0 . 25.4 3.7

100.0 .4 7.4 27.1 .Y28.4 13'.1
100.0 1.9 28.1 25.0 '26.3 1.9
100.0 - -- 45.5 14.2 15.3 1. 9
100.0 .7 22.6 24.4 21.1 7.7

*Regions
and SMSA's with 100 or more persons
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Table'12-G. Employment of Filipinos i
and SMSA's, by Sex, 1970

SeleCted Industries, Regions,

Sex . All employed Percent employed in.
and Agric. , Prof. Pub.
area No. Pct. forestry Const. Trade Mfg. services adm.

iviale
United States 1480 100. 0 12, 8 . 6. 5 20. 5 14. 5 16. 0 8. 8
Region

2 88 i00.0 1.1 2.3 15.9 15. 9 35.2 8.0
3 60 100.0' Oa ON 01. 1. 7 15.0 8.3 50.0 5.0
5 102 100..0 ....... 5.9 29.40 7.8 34.3 3.9

.9
10,

1088
'66

100.0
100.0

16.5
12.1

7.7
1.5

19.6
33.3

,15.7
13.6

9.5
18.2

10.1
3. 0

SMSA
Chicago 77 ,100.0 1.3 1.3 29.9 5.2 40.3 2. 6
Honolulu 464 100.0 20.9 17.0 17.9 11.0 3.9 9.9
'Los Angeles 146 100.0 .7 4.1 28.8 25.3 112.3 5.5
New York 61 100.0 - -- 1.6 18.0 13.1 26.2 9.8
San Francisco 204 100,0 4. 9 2. 0 16. 2 10.8 17.6 16.2

Feinale
United States 1306 100. 0 3. 3 . 3 13. 9 17. 2 38. 4 4. 6
Region

2 126. 100.0
.,

.- =- ...... 9.5 6. 3 50.8 8.7
3 108 100.0 00 1I * 9 7.'4 8. 3 60.2 6.5
5 140 100.'0 .7 - -- 10.7 10.7 68.6 1.4
9 755 100.0 4.9 .4 16.6 20. 9 26.8 4. 5

10 62 100.0 6.5 ..... 21.0 24.2 24. 2* 3.2

SMSA
Chicago 119 100.0 ....... - .. - 5.0 6.7 72.3 - --
Honolulu 283 100.0 6.4 .7 15.2 c 28.6 16. 6 4. 6
Los Angeles 140 100.0. - -- - -- 20.7 12.9 37.1 2.'1
New York 60 100.0 ..1.0011 . I.6. 10.0 8.3 55.0 6.7
San Francisco 198 100.0 1.0 - -- 7. 6 .14.6 31.3 6. 6

*Regions and SMSA's with 100 or more persons
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Tale I2-H. Employment of Blacks in Selected Industries 13y Region, 'SMSA
and Sex, 1970

Sex and
area

A11 eTp14:51*d Percent employed in
Agric. , Const- Prof. Public

N. Pct.' forestry ruction' Mfg. Trade Ser. Adm.

Male
United States 3880 100.9 5.7 10.5 32.8 14.1 9.2 7.1
Region

1 64 100.0 7.8 37.5 15.6 12.5 14.1
2 510 100.0 .8 7.6 29.0 16.3 10.0 5.9
3 583 100.0 3.3 12.2 29.7 13.4 9.6 13.2
4 1132 100.0 14.0 12.5 28.9 12.1 10.0 4.1
5 734 100.0 . 5 7.1 49.7 12.1 7.6 6. 3
6 467 100.0 5.6 14.6 27.8 ,19.7 6.6 4.7
7 104 100.0 5.8 2.9 36.5 14.4 8.7 12.5
9 261 100.0 2.3 9.6 22.6 15.7 10.7 11.5

SMSA1
Chicago 211 100.0 . 5 4.3 39.3 14.7 7.1 14.7
Detroit 157 11010 fp* WO100.0 5.7 56.7 8.3 3.8 3.9
Los Angeles 316 100.0 .7 8.8 29.4 19.9 8.1 9.3
Newark 80 100,.0 2.5 5.0 27.5 10.0 8.8 4.7
New York 305 100.0 .7 6.9 16.7 19.3 8.2 18.6
Philadelphia 164 100.0 1.2 17.1 31.1 11.0 12.8 7.8
San Francisco 62 100.0 1.6 9.7 25.8 9.7 4.8 8.5
Wash. , D. C. 147" 100.0 2.0 13.6 4.8 20.4 .13.6 30.2

Female
United States 4011 100.0 3.4 .3 17.4 12.1 27.1 5.5
Region

1 82 100.0 --- 1.2 22.0 2.5 29.3 1.2
2 504 1000 8 2 22.6 12.7 30.4 4.6
3 626 100.0 A, 3 .5 15.3 14.0 29.4 10.9
4 1154 100.0 9.0 .3 18.0 23.0 23.0 1.6
5 701 100.0 .4 .3 18.4 21.4 27.7 9.0
6 508 100.0 3.0 4 10.4 15.2 26.0 3.7
7 .130 100.0 1.5 --- 16.9 4.3 26.2 6.9
9 275 100.0 7 --- 20.0 6.2 31.3 6.5

SMSA
Chicago 239 100.0 .4 .8 24.7 22.2 23.0 7.5
Dallas 58 100.0 1.7 19.0.E 24.1 22.4
Detroit 124 100.0 nr." .8 21.8 21.0 28.2 1.6
Los Angeles 143 100.0 .7 "." 24.5 14.7 * 25.9 7.7
Newark 83 100.0 1.2 37.3 14.5 18.1 3. 6



d

Table 12-H. Continued

New York
Philadelphia
San Francisco
Wash. , p. C.

352
168
52

154

100. 0 0. ---
100. 0
100.0 ---
100.0

. 6

.6

om.

ea ve

r goo ao

16.8
16.1
9.6
3.9

15. 3
13.7
11.5
14.3

27.6
35.1
32.7
26.6

5.4
8.9

13.5
23.4

6
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Source of Data

APPENDIX A

Definitions and Explanations

1,
Information in this report was derived from the Public Use Sample

(PUS) records from the 1970 census. Every Standard Metropolitan Statistical
Area (SMSA) of 250, 000.or more population in 1970 was identified as a
subarea, except in New England and Hawaii. In New England where
SMSA's cross county-lines, the SMSA's are 'approximated in terms of
entire counties. In Hawaii, the city of Honolulu and the remainder of the
state are identified as the SMSA.

Sample Populations

Spanish origin, Oriental, American Indian and black persons were
selected for this report. Among these groups, persons were included
if they were between 20 and 64 years of age, not enrolled in school
and not living in group quarters. Three Spanish populations were
identified on the basis of descent, rather than surname, whereas the
othdr populations were identified on the basis of race codes. With these
specifications, the sampling fractions for each population were:

Mexican, Puerto Rican and Cuban 1%
Japanese, Chinese, Filipino 2%
Indian 2%
Black. 1%

141

The numbers in each of the sample populitions, shown in Appendix B,
Table 4, constituted the starting point for estimates of population values.
The number of persons in the labor force tends to be less than the total
in a population, and the number employed less than the number in the
labor force. Consequently, estimated numbers of persons differ within
a population depending on the item of information involved.'

Reliability of Estimates

In general, the reliability of estimates 'in this report is influenced by
two types of errorssampling and nonsampling. Errors attributable to
sampling were not estimated primarily because of technical complexities
and costs in'time and money. Evaluation of a statistic and comparisons
of different estimates would require a number of tests. Each of al:air

134



of estimates, for example, might reasonably represent a population value,
but the difference between th,e pair of estimates might not be statistically
significant.

estimates of sampling errors, such as the standard error, measure the
precision of a sample estimate relative to a census count but they do not
indicate possible inaccuracies in a census attributable to nonreporting,
errors in coding or errors in processing. Such nonsampling errors are
generally less important than sampling errors for estimates of relatively'
small proportions of a population.

In the absence of specific estimates of reliability, readers are cautioned
that unknown san piing and nonsampling errors are present. An arbitrary
strategy was devised in the presentation of estimates. First, in the case
of dichotomous variables (e.g., labor force participation and employment),
estimates are not, shown if the base frequency was less than 15. Estimates
are marked with an P.sterisk (*), if the base frequency was between 15 and
30. Second, for continuous variables (e.g., occupation scores and earnings),
estimates based on a frequency of less, than 10 were deleted. Estimates
based on very low frequencies are therefore either deleted or marked with
an asterisk as a precaution against unwarranted inferences. While this
procedure is less rigorous than specific tests of significance, it is desig ed
to help avoid estimates based on low sample frequencies.

Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSA's)

A standard metropolitan statistical area is a county or group of contiguous
counties which contains at least one city of 50,000 population or more, or a
pair of cities with a combined populationof at least 50,000. In addition to
the county or counties containing such cities contiguous counties are included
in an SMSA if they are socially and economically integrated with the central
city. In the New England area, SMSA's consist of towns and cities instead.
of counties.

SMSA's were selectee for this report primarily on the basia'of the number
of persons in the labor force in one or more minority populations. Since
sample data were employed, the majority of allSNISA's had too few persons,
other than whites and blacks, to justify detailed tabulations. Some of the
seIedted SMSA's contained adequate sample frequencies for no more than
one minority whereas other SMSA's could be represented by two or more

As a matter of saving space, tables indicate only'the first city name in
instances of SMSA's containing two or more cities. The accompanying
alphabetical list of SMSA's shows each city represented by an SMSA.



ALPUABETICAL LISTING ,OF
STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS

IN THIS REPORT

Albuquerque, N. M.
Anaheim-Santa Ana-Giaden Grove, Calif.
Baltimore. Md.
Boston, Mass.
Buffalo, N. Y.
Chicago, Ill.
Corpus Christi, Texas
Dallas, Texas
Denver, Colorado
Detroit, Mich.
El Paso, Texas
Fayetteville, N. C.
Fort Smith, Ark.
Fresno, Calif.
Honolulu, Hawaii
Houston, Texas
Jersey City, N.J.
Laredo, Texas
Lawton, Okla.
Los Angeles-Long Beach, Calif.
Miami, Florida
Milwaukee, Wisc.
Minneapolis -St. Paul, Minn.
New York, N. Y.
Newark, N. J.
Norfolk-Portsmouth, Va.
Oklahoma City; Okla.
Oxnard-Ventura, 'Calif.
Philadelphia, Pa.
Phoenix, Ariz.
Portland, Ore. - Wash.
Sacramento, Calif.
San Antonio, Texas
San Bernandino-Riverside=Ontario, Calif.
San Diego, Calif.
San -Francis CO- Oakland, Calif.
San Jose, Calif.

0
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Santa Berbera, Calif.
eattle-Everett, Washington
Stockton, Calif.
Tacoma, Wash.
TUSC011, Ariz:
Tulsa., Okla.
Washington, D. C. -Md. -Va.

DOL REGIONS

Connecticut NeW Hampshire.
Maine Rhode Island
1\4assachusetts Vermont

New Jersey Puerto Rico*

Virgin Islands

Pennsylvania
District of Columbia Virginia
Maryland West Virginia

4. Als.b-ama. Mississippi
Florida North Carolina
Georgia South Carolina
,Kentucky Tennessee

New York

DelaVare

Illinois Minnestoa
Indiana Ohio
Michigan Wisconsin

. Arkansas Oklahoma
Louidiana Texas
New Mexico

4

7. Iowa
Kansas

8. Colorado
7 Montana

North Dakota

Missouri
Nebraska

South Dakota
Utah
Wyoming.

American Samoa' Guam*
Arizona Hawaii
California Nevada

10. Alaska
Idaho

Oregon
Washington

13 (



Level of educational attainment is indicated by number of years of
school completed. Persons enrolled in school in were not included in
the sapiple data for this report.

Labor Force Participation

Persons in the labor force (ILF) were eitheremployed or unemployed
during the calendar week prior to the data on which respondents completed
their questionnaires tor were interviewed during thz1970 census enumeration.

Employed persons comprise all civilians either at work or with a
but not at work. Persons excluded from the employed are those whose
only activity consisted of work around the house or volunteer work..

Unemployed per sons, are civilians not employed during the reference
week who were looking for work within the previous four weeks and were
available to accept a job. Also included are persons who were waiting
to be called back to a job from which they had been laid off.

Persons not in the labor force (NILE) include houeewives, retired
workers, seasonal workers and persons doing only incidental unpaid
family work. Students and inmates of institutions were excluded from
the sample data.

Labor Force Participation. Rates

A labor force participation rateiLFPR,Ykrepresents the proportion
of a population dlassed as in the civilian labor force. The LFPR for
males 20-34 years of age, for example; is the proportion of men atthose
ages classified as in the labor force.

An employment rate (ER) is the proportion of persons in the la or force
who were employed; and similarly, amrunernployment rate (UR) is e
proportion of persons in the labor force who were classed as unemployed.

Weeks Worked in 1969

Data on weeks worked pertain to the number of weeks during 1969 in
which a person did any work for pay or profit or worked without pay on a
family farm or in a family business. Weeks of active service in the armed
forces are als,o

Occupation

The syistem of occupation classification for the 1970 census consisted
of 441 spetific occupation categories arranged into I major occupation



groups. For purposes' of this report the major occupation grbups- were
modified by combining service workers and private household service
workers into a single service workers category. Also, operatives were
combined with transportation equipment operatives and farm managers with
farm laborers. Tabulations thus show only ?imajor occupation groups in
this report.

Indusiv

The 1976 industry classification system developed for the census
consisted of 227 categories classed into 12 major industry groups. Estimates
are shown for industries employing relatively large numbers.

Occupation Scores

Occupation scores were constructed for this study based on 203 occupations
derived by collapsing the original census list of 441 occupations. On a 100-
point scale these scores repgesent an employed worker's level of occupational
achievement. (For a detailed description of the scoring procedures see
Appendix A in Minorities in the Labor Market, Vol. I or II, by G. L. Wilber,
et al).

Occupational Mobility

Estimates of occupational mobility are based on the detailed list of 441
occupations and the occupation scores calculated as of 1970. Occupation
scores were assigned to individuals employed in 1965 and 1970. ,Mobile
workers are those whose occupation scores differe&for the two years. If
a worker's occupation score was higher in 1970 than in 1965, mobility was
classed as upward, and if a score was lower. in 1970, mobility was downward.
Stayers had the Barrie occupation score for both years, although they may
have shifted to a different occupational category.

Earnings

Earnings from *ages or salagies represent money received for work
performed as an employee at any time during the calendar year of 1969.
It includes wages, salary, commissions, tips, piece-rate payments, pay
from the armed forces and cash bcOnuses earned. Median earnings are
based on individual persons with earnings in 1969. Types of income not
defined as earnings includes social security, or railroad retirement income,
public assistance income and income from such sources as interest, diVdends,
rent, veterans' payments, public or privates pensions, unemployment insurance
benefits, workmen's compensation case benefits, and net royalties.

The. percent of employed persons who earned $3,500 or more in 1969
serves as a summary indicator of income differences within and between
populations.

%
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Appendix Table S6lected Characteristics of SMS.A's With 200,0 0
Population or More and Concentrations of Spa sh,
Orientals and Indians, 1970

SMSA
Total
pop.

(00010.)
--..-

Pct. of
SMSA

pop. in
central
cities

Pct. of
central

* city
pop.
white

.Per
capita
income,

1969

Percent
of total
work
force

unemployed

Albuquerc4ue 316 77.2 95.7 $3135 5.3
Anaheim 1420 31.4 96.3 4141 5.9
Baltimore 2071 43.7 53.0 3856 4.0
Boston 2754 25.1 81.8 4281 4 3
Buffalo 1349 34.3 78.7 3822 5.4
Chicago 6979 48.2 65.6 4678 3.6
Corpus Christi 285 71..8 93.7 2959 4.8
Dallas 1556 54.3 74.2 4052- 2.8
Denver 1228 41.9 89.0 3889 3.3
Detroit 4200 36.0 55.5 4677 6.7
El Paso t_.) 359 89.7 96.4 E895 4.9
Fayetteville, N. C. 212 25.2 61.1 3190
Fresno 413 40.2 86.7 3407 6.5-
Honolulu 629' 51.6 33.9 4356 3.5
Houston 1985. 62.1 73.4 3674 2.6
Jersey City 609 42.8 77.8 42 78 6.6
Los Angeles 7032 45.1 78.8 4728 5.8
Miami 1268 26.4 76.6 4054 4.4
Milwaukee 1404 51.1 84.4 4215 4.2
Minneapolis 1814 41.0 94..3 4419 3.4
New York 11529 68.2 76.6 5055 4.1
Newark 1857 20.6 44.0 4755 4.9
Okl. City 641 5.7.2 83.9 3472 3.5
Oxnard 376 33.. 7 93.2 3086 6.4
Philadelphia 4818 40.4 65.6 4028 4.2
Phoenix 968 60.1 93.3 3498 4.1
Portland 1009 37.9 92.2 3964 5.6
Sacramento 801 31.8 81.5 3565 5.8
San Antonio 864 75.7 91.4 3028 4.8
San Bernandino 1143 27.0 90.7 3126 5.9
San Diego 1358 51.3 88.9 3694 5.6
San Francisco 3110 34.6 67.3 5009 5.0
San Jose 1065 41.9 93.6 4061 5.7
Seattle 1422 41.1 88.3 4463 9.5
Tacoma 411 37.6 \ 90.8 3518 8.7
Tucson 3.5E 74.8 1 94.8 3240. 3.3
Tulsa 477 69.5 86.6 3793 4.5
Wash. , D. C. 2861 26.4 27.7 4359 2.6

U.S. Bureau of the Census. Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1972,
pp. 838-897.
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1.4 Appendix Table 2-A. Summary Characteristics of Mexicans in SMSA's, 1970*

SMSA
Md.
ed.

LFPR UR ,Md. income Per
capita
income

Pct..
in

poverty
M. M F M F

Anaheim 9.0 84.8 41.5 5.4 10.7 $6582 $2431 $2305 13.0
Brownsville 5.1 69.6 35.1 9.1 7.8 2916 1316 982 56.7
Chicago 8.2 85.0 45.1 4.0 7.3 6578 3318 2396 12.8
Corpus Christi 6.2 74.2 31.8 5.6 7.4 '.3904 1553 1313 38.7
Dallas 7.4 85.3 42.4 3.5 6.1 4973 2119 1807 20.9
Denver 9.4 77.1 36.4 7.3 4.2 5407 1853 1920 20.0
Detroit 9.0 85.4 39.0 9.3 6.4 8002 2438 2846 9.3
El Paso 7.8 74.7 36.9 4.7 5.8 4384 2189 1433 30.4

esno 7.4 71.3 27.6 11.9 17.6 3774 1335 1291 37.0
Houston 7.4 82.6 37.4 3. 0 3.8 5376 2225 1774 20.9
Laredo / 6.3 69.7 31.6 7.9 6.2 2826 1344 1103 51.3
Los Angeies 9.3 80.6 40.1 6.1 8.8 6153 '2628 2147 16.1
McAllen 4.5 69.8 31.2 5.3 9.2 2682 1131 1009 61.2
Oxnard 7.8 83.3 39.7 6.4 11.0 4820 1944 1815 19.5
Phoenix 8.1 80.4 40.2 5.0 6.4 4639 1954 1604 28.2
Sacramento 8.9 ;13.2 32.3 12.1 13.7 5179 1774 1785 20.8
San Antonio 7.2 76.2- 34.2 5.3 6.9 4151 1723 1478 31.4
San Bernandino 8.6 76.9 35.6 5.5 8.8 5464 1868 1792' 19.6
San Diego 9.1 81.9 34.8 6.7 8.0 4847 2152 1916 19.9
San Francisco 10.3 79.5 41.4 7.6 10.7 6968 2787 2531 14.4
San Jose 8.9 79.1 39.0 11.0 19.9' 6488 2010 2.054 14.6
Tucson 8.9 76.3 30.7 5.4 7.0 5282 1676 1690 23.2

PC(2) C, Tables 13, 15 and 16.
*SMSA' s with 50;000 or more Spanish origin persons.
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Appendix Table 2-B and C. Summary Characteristics o Cubans and
Puerto Ricans in SMSA's, 1970

SMSA
Md.
ed.

LFPR UR Md. income Per
capita
income

Pet.
in

poverty
M F M F M r

Puerto Ricans
Chicago 8.0 83. 7 43.1 4.9 10.8 45-609 $3143 $1846 23. 4
Jersey City 8. 3 82.5 34.Q 4.9 11.1 4943 3016 3816 28. 9
New York 8.7 72. 6 29.1 5.5 7. 8 5155 2990 1741 31.4
Newark 7.8 82. 0 32.2 5.2 14.2 5275 2685 1547 33. 5
Philadelphia 7.9 79,2 36.1 5.3 8:0 4589 2819 1647 34.2

Cubans
Jersey City 8.6 90.7 63.0 6.0 11.4 5843 3270 4106 14. 9
Los Angeles 11.3 83.2 52.2 8.1 9.8 6053 2735 2521 14.6
Miami 9.6 83. 5 51.6 3.8 6.6 4828 2505 2297 15. 7
New York' 9.7 84.0 47.2 2.6 6.0 6059 334? 2946 12.'9

.

PC(2) -1C, Tables 13, 15 and 16.

*SMSA's with 50, 000 or more Spanish origin persons.
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Appendix Table 2-D. Summary Characteristics of Indians in SMSA's,
1970

SMSA
.Md.
ed.

LFPR UR Md. income Per
capita
income

Pct.
in

poverty
M F M F M F

Albuquerque 12.2 62.0 41.9 5.9 4.8 $4322, $2933 $1841 34.4
Anaheim 12.0 82.0 47.6 7.1 11.6 6323 2403 2705 13.2
Baltimore 10.0 71:3' 43.6 10.5 14.2 5462 2737 2197 23.4
Buffalo 10.0 74.5 35.7 15.4 4996 1947 2008 26.7,
Chicago

.
11.1 76.7 44.4 4.3 7.6 5896 2564 2593 17.4

Dallas 12.0 78.9 55.1 3.8 6.4 5099 2500 2302 18.1
'Denver 11.9 72.5 46.5 7.3 8.9 4561 1924 1935 26.4
Detroit 10.4 80.7 46.1 9.0 1.0.5 6910 2424 2897 14.1
F ayetteville ,N. C. 9.8 81.2 43.2' 7.8 14.6 3235 2174 1378 33.4
Fort Smith 9.0 53..8 33.5 10.5 10.2 2549 1624 1212 51.3,
Houston 10.3 82.6 39.8 2.3 6009 1866 2731 24.4
Lanton 12.0 59.2 36.3 12.0 20.7 3382 1221 1347 32.1
Los Angeles 11.8 545 43.8 8.7 8.2 5690 2582 2434 19.3
Milwaukee 10.8 81.6 46.8 10.7 7.0 5929 2155 2093 20.6
Minneapolis 11.4 70.9 41.9 9.7 9.3 5366 2143 1751 27.540
New York 11.2 73.4 48.1 5.4 7.5 5359 3030 2893 17.9
Okla. City 12.2 75.5 46.6 4.2 4.5 5082 2621 2160 20.9
Philadelphia 10.5 78.8 43.8 5.4 5.3 5876 _2248 2539 17.0
Phoenix 9.6 62.2 38.7 4.7 8.7 3116 1508 1302 44.5
Portland 11.7 75.9 45.3 17.7 15.4 4917 1957 2241 18.9
Sacramento 11.5 72.4 33.8 13.2 6.9 4287 1874 2150 21.8
San Bernandino 11.1 70.3 31.3 7.1 8.2 5117 1972 2190 25.9
San Diego 11.6 81.5 43.6 7.5 11.3 2854 1934 2240 21.4
San Francisco 12.1 72.4 45.4 9.1 10.7 6175 2674 2651 20.6
San Jose 12.2 76.9 40.4 8.1 13.9 7015 2348 2597 12.6
Seattle 11.1 67.4 35.6 18.0 16.0 5439 2024 2071 23.8
Tacoma 10.9 73.7 35.2 20.6 19.5 3117 1828 1851 27.3
Tucson 7.0 48.0 19.7 11.1 7.6 1838 1214 844 621,6
Tulsa 12.0 73.6 40.9 6.1 7.9 5266 1893 2329 18.7
Wash. , D.C. 12.6 87.6 64.4 3.0 4.0 7058 4791 4112 12.1

PC(2)-1F, Tables 11, 13 and 14.

SMSA's with 2,500 or more Indian population.
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Appendix Table 2-E. urnma r y aracteristics of Japanese in SMSA's, 1970

SMSA
Md.
ed. LFPR UR

Per
Md. income capita

Pct.
in

povertyM F M M F income

Anaheim 12.8 89.0 43.1 2.5 1.4 $9739 $3353 $3800 4.7
Chicago 12.7 83.3 49.7 2.0 1.6 8573 3915 4101 6.6
Denver 12.5 80.1 49.5 2.1 2.0 . 7702 3010 3413 7.5
Fresno 12.5 73. N.% 41.8 .3 6,5 5671 1949 3098 11.2
Honolulu 12.3 80.9 58.4 1.5 1.9 8252 3788 3895 4.2
Los Angeles 12.7 8L8 53.3 2.3 2.4 7890 3582 3880 6.7
New York 13.3 81.3 36.7 2.7 3.5 8339. 3962 4582 9. 8
Sacramento 12.6 76.8 46.8 1.9 2.3 7003 4753 3435 6.8
San Diego 12.3 80.9 34.2 3.6 6.5 6939 2438 2350 11.2
San Francisco 12.7 79.4 52.1 2.7 2.4 7709 368%, 3829 7.9
San Jose 12.8 81.9 50.4 2.7 2.0 9084 3076 3979 6.3
Seattle 12.6 79.5 51.6 2.6 4.5 7859 3105 3854 6.7

PC(2)-1G, Tables 11, 13; 14

SMSA' s with 5,000 or more Japanese.
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Appendix Table 2-F. ummary Characteristics of Chinese in SMSA's, 1970

SMSA
Md.
ed.

LFPR UR Md. income Per
capita
income

Pct.
in

poverty
M M F M F

Boston 11.7 72.7 54.9 2.8 4.4 $3823 $2468 $2580 16.8
Chicago 12.3 74.8 50.9 2.5 2.6 5101 3012 3022 11.5
Honolulu 12.4 76.0 54.7 2.1 1.7 8114 3632 4001 6.3
Los Angeles 12.8 77.2 51.4 3.9 3.2 5916 2883., 3243 12.2
New York 9.8 7,1.2 49.8 2.4 2.8 4352 3143 2655 16.3
Sacramento 12.2 69.7 44.5 2.1 11.1 5417 1808 2845 13.7
San Francisco 12.0 71.8 54.0 4.4 3.8 5269 2575 3000 13.2
San Jose 15.8 79.3 45.8 3.6 6.1 8761 2000 3964 10.6
Seattle 12.3 71.9 49.6 3.8 6.9 5215 2806 3019 10.0
Wash. , D, C. 14.5. , 77.0 49.5 1.4 3.8 6312 2774 3711 11.6

PC(2)-1G, Tables 26, 28 and 29.
*SMSA's with 5,000 or more Chinese.



C
Appendix Table 2700. Summary Characteristics of Filipinos in SMSA's,

1970

SMSA
Md.
ed.

LFPR UR Md. income Per
capita
income

Pct.
in

poverty
M M F M

Chicago 16.5 86.2 78.8 2.8 1.2 $6389 $5361 $4064 12.9
Honolulu 9.8 79.4 49.0 3.1 4.7 5654 3034 2484 11.2
Los Angeles 12.9 81.4 63.1 4.9 3.5 5448 4152 3086 12.1
New York 16.1 76.9 72.7 3.5 1.6 ;006124 5950 4352 12.5
Norfolk 12.6 95.2 31,3 2.7 8.9 3082 3269 1834 23.1
Salinas 11.4 81.2 56.9 4.9 9.7 4681 2674 2350 12.6
San Diego 12.3 85.0 39.6 7.4 6. 9 4252 2790 1970 21.5
San Francisco 12.4 76.4 58.7 6.7 4.2 5486 3635 2719 10.8
§an Jose 12.3 76.'9 59.4 5.3 8.9 5761 4078 2947 8,1
Seattle
Stockton

12.1
7.1

74.4
70.2

56.1
47.3

13.3
5.1

7.8
14.5

5286
2918

3234
2298

2968
2222

11.5
"st-19.4

Wash. , D. C. 14.7 84.1 67.7 2.1 416,1 5997 4880 3740 9.0

.PC(2')-1G, Tables 41, 43 and
*SMSA'ss, with 5,000 or more Filipino population.
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Appendix Table 3-A, B and C. Selected Characteristics of Spanish Origin
Persons, United States and States with 100,000 or More
Spanish Origin Persons, 1970

State
Median Median Per Pct.. .years earnings, capita unemployed
school employed, income 16 and

completed, 16 and over
16 and over , over M

tiNA F M F

U.S.
Arizona
California
Colorado
Illinois
Michigan
New Mexico
Texas

9.4
9.3

10.0
10.0
8.8
9.6

10.6
8.1

9.1
9.0
9.8
9.8
9.0

A 9.9
10.7
7.7

Mexican
$5702

5610
6350
5718
6672
7626
4975
4616

$2833-
2441 '
3157
2554
3532
3339
2369
2408

$1716
1592
1976
1672
2370
4189
1391
1312

6.1
5.7
7.1
8.0
4.1
9.1
5.6
5.1

8.9
6.6

10.71
9.7
7.2
7.9
9.8
6.8

Puerto Rican ,

U.S. 9.7 9.3 5675 3539 1794 5.6 8.7
California 11.1 11.1 6556 3736 2317 8.8 11.3
Florida 9.7 10.9 4910 3207 2069 3.3 6.4
Illinois 8.7 8.7 5552 3226 1865 4.9 11.1
New Jersey 8.8 8.6 5558 3067 1743 5.7 11.2
New York 9.7 9.2 5606 3716 1735 5.5 7.9
Pennsylvania 8.9 8;.9 5174 3126 1615 5.4 5.4

Cuban
U.S. 11.5 10.4 6431 3444. 2617 4.3 7.3

California 12.1 11.2 6635 3703 2543 8.3 10.3
Florida 11.1 10.1 5682 3018 .2347 4.1 6.4
New Jersey 9.9 8.8 6350 3420 2655 5.0 10.8
New York 11.1 9.9 6908 4093 2955 2.5 5.8

PC(2)-1C, Tables 6, 7, and 10.
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Appendix Table 3-D. Selected Characteristics of Indians, United States and
States with 10, 000 or More Indian Population, 1970

State
Median Median Per . Pct.
years income, capita civilian

school 16 and income labor
completed, over force
16 and over unemployed
M F M. F M F

American Indian
U.S. 10.4 10.5 $3509. $1697 $1573 11.6 10.2

Alaska * 3424 1365 1728 23.5 16.3
Arizona 9.1 8.9 2247 1283 867 11.7 8.2
California 11.6 11.6 498,9 2.076 2249 11, 8 11.0
Illinois * 5741 2455 2514 4.7 7.7.
Michigan * 5000 1995 2164 13.9 13.2
Minnesota * 3486 1829 1397 17.0 11.2
Montana 10.2 10.2 2494 1141 1196 1.9.5 17.3
New Mexico 9.4 .9. 3 2529 1385 983 13. 1 8. 1
New York 10.7 10.9 5177 2409 2383 10.0 8.7
North Carolina 8.9 9.7 * 3141 1819 1227 3.4 9.5
North Dakota 2287 1751 1016 28. 5 12. 6
Oklahoma
Oregon

10.7 10.8
* 3254

4322
1633
1640

1614
1829.

8.2
17.1

9.3
12.9

South Dakota 9.7 10.1 1743 1461 .976 26. 3 12.9
Texas * 4565 1961 2251 4.5 6.5
Utah * 2849 1285 955 10.8 12. 5
Wash. , D. C. 11.0 10.9 3822 1569 1763 21. 7 18.2
Wisconsin * 3952 1688 1497 15.9 9.7

PC(2)-1F Tables 4 and 5

Not available.
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Appendix Table 3-E, F and G. Selected Characteristics of Japanese, Chinese,
and Filipinos, United States and States with 10,000 or more
Japanese, Chinese and Filipinos, 1970

State
Median
years

school
completed,
16 and over

M F

Median
income
16 and
over

Japanese

U.S. 12.6 12.4
California 12.8 12.6
Hawaii 12.3 12.3
Illinois 12.9 12.6
New York 15.3 12.7
Washington

U.S.

12.8

12.6 I

12.5,

12..3
California; 12.7 12.3
Hawaii 12.5 12.4
Illinois 12.8 12.4
Massachusetts 12.4 12.3

New York 11.7 11.2

U.S. 11.9 12.6
California .11.9 12.6
Hawaii _9.0 11.5
Illinois 15.6 16.6
New York 14.3 16.3
Washington 11.3 12.4

$7574 $3236
7746 3247
7839 3623
8194 3587
7959 . 3569
7474 2742

Chinese
5223 /2,686
5512 .,.,,, "2505
8000 "A:"..."":3594

4783 ,ets. .2821
3901 2371
4361 307,8

Filipino

5019
4698
5252
6332
6259
5007

3513
3469
2826
5154
5731
2907.

Per
capita
income

Pct.
civilian
labor force
unemployed

M F

$3602
3672
3797
3881

2. 0
2.4
1.4
2.4

3.0
2.8
2. 1
2. 3

4285 2.6 4.4
3459 2.8 5. 1

3122 3.0 3.7
3110 4.0 4.7
3967 2.1 1.8
2942 2.1, 2.5
2607 2.6 4.0
2722 2.3 2.9

2790 4.7 4.7
2635 6.2 5.9
2369 2.8 4.8
4023 2.8 1.8
4302 3.3 1.6
2682 13.2 8.9

PC(2)-10, Tabres 5, 0, 9, 19, 20, 34, 35 and 39
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Appendix Table 4. Sample Populations,413y Region and Sex, 1970

Sex and
area

One percent samples Two percent samples
Puerto

Mexican Rican ---Cuban Indian Japanese Chinese -Filipino

Male
United States 8858 2918 1356 3079 2974 2616 1843.

Region. -,

1 11 124 28 50 26 103 43
2 .-J 61 2129 406 138 127 528 . 96
3 51 107 40 '88 50 109 131
4 84 86 630 288 40 70, 59
5 679 289 71 *329 184 235 107
6 3252 23 27 737 38 78 22
7 125 4 12 115 31 53 17
8 274 5 3 321 72 32 16
9 4207 144 133 733 2259 1327 1264

10 114 7 6 280 147 81 88

Female
United Stitea 978.4 3471 1622 3424 3958 2325 1649

Region .
1 12 123 30 54 59 71 29
2 .69 2657 462 136 201 454 151
3 58. 125; 51 107 120 114 129
4 i77 97 785 311 105 59 55
5 601' 279 85 350 281 190 155
6

lt.'

..-3821 24 27 864 : 79 49 28
7 -43 8 10, 113 51 31 36
8 - 248' .. 6 5 369 109 21 10
9 `4658, 143 156 835 2753 1279 979

1.0 102 9 11 285 200 57 77,


